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of the Center for Economic Development Research
with Alex McPherson, Economist 
with the Center for Economic Development Research
The purpose of this article is to estimate the economic
impact of the State of Florida Qualified Target Industry
(QTI) Tax Refund program for a hypothetical increase of
jobs in the Tampa Bay region. QTI is an economic devel-
opment incentive that may be offered to businesses by all
levels of government within the state of Florida.
A Summary of Florida’s 
Qualified Target Industry Program
The Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program is
available to Florida communities to encourage the expan-
sion of existing businesses or the location of new-to-Florida
businesses. The program currently provides tax refunds to
pre-approved applicants of $3,000 per new job created
($6,000 in an Enterprise Zone or rural county). A company
that pays an average of at least 150 percent of area wages
receives an additional $1,000 per job. And a company that
pays an average of at least 200 percent of area wages
receives an additional $2,000 per job. A maximum of 25%
of the total tax refund may be paid in a single fiscal year.
According to the Office of Trade, Tourism and
Economic Development (OTTED), the objective of the
QTI incentive is “to create high-value jobs and encourage
the growth of corporate headquarters and other targeted
high-value industries.”1 The QTI financial incentive is one
of eleven incentives listed at the State of Florida’s website,
MyFlorida. OTTED certifies, disburses and monitors these
incentive programs, which are administered by Enterprise
Florida, Inc.
When the State’s Legislature did away with the Florida
Department of Commerce in 1996, the state’s economic
development functions were placed with a public / private
partnership named Enterprise Florida, Inc. (EFI). However,
certain related activities, such as oversight of financial
incentives, have remained in the public sector. OTTED ful-
fills the oversight of financial-incentives function. 
The QTI program is authorized by section 288.106 F.S.
A sense of purpose of the program is implied by defini-
tions provided in the statute.
Under the definition of a “target industry business” the
statute authorizes OTTED, in consultation with Enterprise
Florida, Inc., to develop the list of targeted industries using
the following criteria:
1. Future growth – “... strong expectation for future
growth in both employment and output ...”
2. Stability – “... not ... subject to periodic layoffs ... also
relatively resistant to recession ...”
3. High wage – “... pay relatively high wages compared
to statewide or area averages.”
4. Market and resource independent – “The location of
industry businesses should not be dependent on Florida
markets or resources as indicated by industry analysis.”
5. Industrial base diversification and strengthening – “...
contribute toward expanding or diversifying the
state’s or area’s economic base ...”
6. Economic benefits – “strong positive impacts on or
benefits to the state and regional economies.”
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From The Editor. . . 
This issue of The Tampa Bay Economy contains an analysis
of Population Growth for Florida’s 67 counties over the time-
frame 1990–2000.
There are also three articles regarding specific areas within
the Tampa Bay region—“Demographic Changes in Southeast
Pasco County,” “Hillsborough County’s Zip Code Business,
Employment and Farm Patterns Analysis” and the proposed
“Relocation of the Brooksville Regional Hospital.”
An economic impact analysis of the “Tax Refund Program for
Qualified Target Industry Businesses” in the Tampa Bay region,
an update on CEDR’s data center, the Schedule for the Census
2000 Data Release and a report on the 2001 USF Economic
Development Course round out the articles for this journal. 
This is the first issue of the journal for 2002, and it contains
the regional economic development data inserts for both, 3rd
and 4th quarters of 2001.
CEDR’s distribution list has reached over 1,400 recipients
since the first edition of The Tampa Bay Economy was pub-
lished in spring 2000. Now we ask you, the journal’s reader, to
help us make the journal add even more value to Tampa Bay’s
economic development community. Please send us your com-
ments and suggested improvements to: cedr@coba.usf.edu
with subject line “Journal Comments.”
Tax Refund Program for 
Qualified Target Industry Businesses
Continued from page 1
The statutory language of criterion 4 and criterion 5, suggests
an “industry analysis.” Criterion 5 further requires “analysis of
employment and output shares compared to national and
regional trends.” Notwithstanding analysis for determining
qualified industries, certain businesses do not have a chance to
become qualified. They are excluded from the QTI program by
law. The law excludes “any industry engaged in retail activities;
any electrical utility company; any phosphate or other solid
minerals severance, mining, or processing operation; any oil or
gas exploration or production operation; or any firm subject to
regulation by the Division of Hotels and Restaurants of the
Department of Business and Professional Regulation.”
See the box, on page 3, for a list of qualified target indus-
tries. The numbers in parentheses are 2-digit major industry
group codes (except 88, which designates corporate head-
quarters) in accordance with the Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) system. 2
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To receive a tax refund a business in a qualified target
industry must submit an application to OTTED. To quali-
fy for review of its application by OTTED the business
must establish that it will:
1. pay an estimated annual average wage of at least 115%
of the average private-sector wage in the area where the
business will locate or statewide, i.e. high-wage jobs,
2. create at least 10 of these high-wage jobs, or if an
expansion, increase high-wage employment by not
less than 10% of existing jobs, and
3. be in targeted “high-value added industries that con-
tribute to the area and to the economic growth in the
state and that produce a higher standard of living for
citizens of this state in the new global economy ...”
QUALIFIED TARGET INDUSTRY (QTI)
TAX REFUND
TARGET INDUSTRIES
Effective September 1, 1996
APPAREL AND OTHER TEXTILES (22, 23)
BUSINESS SERVICES (73)
CHEMICALS AND ALLIED PRODUCTS (28)
COMMUNICATIONS (48)
CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS (88)
ELECTRONIC AND 
OTHER ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT (36)
FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS (34)
FOOD AND KINDERED PRODUCTS (20)
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES (25)
HOLDING AND 
OTHER INVESTMENT OFFICES (67)
INDUSTRIAL MACHINERY 
AND EQUIPMENT (35)
INSTRUMENTS AND RELATED PRODUCTS (38)
INSURANCE CARRIERS (63)
LUMBER AND WOOD PRODUCTS (24)
MISCELLANEOUS MANUFACTURING (39)
MOTION PICTURES* (78)
NON-DEPOSITORY CREDIT INST. (61)
PAPER AND ALLIED PRODUCTS (26)
PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES (33)
PRINTING AND PUBLISHING (27)
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (87)
RUBBER AND MISC. PLASTICS (30)
SECURITY AND COMMODITY BROKERS (62)
STONE, CLAY AND GLASS (32)
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT (37)
WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION (50, 51)
Once OTTED accepts an application for review, the
statute further prescribes, at a minimum, that the evalua-
tion of that application is based on:
1. the expected contribution of the business to the state’s
economic development plan, which is adopted by
Enterprise Florida, Inc.,
2. the economic benefit of the jobs to be created “taking
into account the cost and average wage of each job,”
3. the amount of capital investment to be made,
4. local commitment and support for the project,
5. the effect on the local community “taking into
account the unemployment rate for the county where
the project will be located,”
6. the effect of any tax refunds granted and the probabil-
ity the project will be undertaken in Florida if such
tax refunds are granted “taking into account the
expected long-term commitment of the applicant to
economic growth and employment” in Florida,
7. the expected long-term commitment to the state by
the business, and
8. a review of the business’s past activities including
criminal or civil fines and penalties.
Finally, if tax refunds are offered by the State to the appli-
cant, the business must enter into a tax refund agreement.
Refunds can then be made for the corporate income and
insurance premium taxes due and paid beginning with the
first taxable year of the business after entering into the agree-
ment. In addition, refunds for the following types of taxes due
and paid can be made after entering into the agreement:
1. sales and use taxes,
2. intangible taxes,
3. excise taxes, and
4. ad valorem (property) taxes.
There are also some important limitations on the tax
refunds that can be received by a qualified business.
Refunds may not exceed 25 percent of the total tax refunds
specified in the agreement or $1.5 million ($2.5 million in
an Enterprise Zone) in a single fiscal year. Furthermore,
the total refund over all fiscal years cannot exceed $5 mil-
lion ($7.5 million in an Enterprise Zone).
The use of economic development incentives is not a new
policy tool, rather incentives have been around for years.
Notwithstanding the longevity of incentive-policy, incen-
tives are becoming increasingly controversial. In a study
prepared for the Economic Development Administration,
an agency of the US Department of Commerce, Poole
(1999) et al. list the following reasons of concern:
1. the cumulative costs of incentive programs over time,
2. competition for public revenues among various
government agencies and levels of government,
3. the offering of incentives to large corporations, which
are often perceived as not needing the benefit, creates
a negative public view of incentive-policy, and
4. studies intended to evaluate incentive programs have
inadequately defined the comprehensive fiscal and
economic impacts of these programs.
Continued on page 4
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There is intense competition among communities for
new and expanding industry. The lack of a profitability
constraint on public enterprise leads to the danger that
states and municipalities may end up over-bidding for new
businesses. For example, Clark (1999) relates that in 1993
Alabama reported an incentive package for a new
Mercedes plant that equaled $168,000 per new job.
Presumably, the competition for Mercedes centered about
maintaining and expanding local employment opportuni-
ties. It is hard to imagine an economic scenario in which
there would be a rational payback period for the taxpayers
of Alabama for such a high cost.
Another issue complicating the role of tax incentives is
the changing structure of modern economies. Stucki and
Andrews (1999), for example, argue that a transition from
an industrial economy to an Information-Age Economy is
a worldwide phenomenon. The Information-Age Economy
is deemed to be a knowledge-based economy requiring the
creation of an intellectual infrastructure based on active
links among academia, industry, and economic develop-
ment organizations. In Stucki and Andrew’s Information-
Age Economy, traditional economic incentives, such as tax
abatement, reduce the cost to a business of a factor input
(labor, capital, land or some combination thereof) but they
do not have the catalytic effect of knowledge.
The on-going transition to information based economies
feeds into the perceived role of economic development, an
important goal of which has long been to bring (or to retain)
jobs into a region. This goal makes sense when a region has
pools of unemployed capital and workers. However, begin-
ning in the mid-1990s the unemployment rate consistently
declined in most regions, reaching 30-year lows in 2000. In
response to the changing economic environment, the goal of
economic development has shifted from attracting jobs to
attracting jobs paying good wages. And, good wages are
assumed to be associated with “competitive, profitable
firms employing educated workers in high-skill, high-wage
industries.” (Clark, pp. 3-4) Accordingly, much economic
development activity in the Tampa Bay region focuses on
attracting high-tech industries.
The emphasis on attracting high-tech industry poses a
conceptual challenge for programs, such as the QTI Tax
Refund Program, that are based upon reducing a firms’
labor costs. According to economic principles, the conse-
quence of relatively less costly labor will be some substi-
tution of labor for capital. The substitution of labor for
capital may not be conducive to developing an
Information-Age, high-tech economy. Financial incentives
that effectively reduce the cost of labor relative to the cost
of capital favor manufacturing i.e. labor intensive, busi-
nesses over knowledge-intensive businesses.
Mackay (1994) reports on a survey of economic devel-
opment professionals and corporate real estate executives.
Interestingly, in the survey, 49% of economic developers
indicated they would prefer a situation in which no incen-
tives were offered for projects, while only 17% of corpo-
rate real estate executives “thought positively of a situation
in which incentives would not play a role in corporate
relocation-expansion.”3 Although the corporate real estate
executives stated that their companies were continuously
seeking increasing amounts of incentives, they stressed
that incentives are secondary to other location factors.
Only 25% of the NACORE respondents felt that a com-
munity not offering incentives would be at a competitive
disadvantage. However, 63% of economic developers indi-
cated their belief that not offering incentives would place
their communities at a competitive disadvantage. Among
location screening factors, incentives were ranked 14th of
17 factors by the NACORE respondents.
Mackay concludes that, although economic develop-
ment incentives from communities are far down the list of
criteria for selecting a site location for a new plant or other
facility, they remain significant to both economic develop-
ment organizations and corporations, particularly when it
comes down to the final relocation / retention decision.
Incentives are a big part of Florida’s economic develop-
ment strategy. The Florida Economic Development
Council (FEDC) “support[s] continued funding of the
Qualified Targeted Industry Tax Refund Program (QTI)”
as one of “Florida’s three most important key investment
tools or 3 Keys.”4
The importance of the QTI Program for high-tech indus-
try development is less certain in one such initiative, the
Florida High Tech Corridor. The Florida High Tech
Corridor Council’s list used to “report and populate the
florida.high.tech 2001 corporate guide” does not include
most QTI industries.5 However, commonality exists within
Chemicals and Allied Products (SIC 28), Industrial
Machinery and Equipment (SIC 35), Electronic and Other
Electric Equipment (SIC 36), Instruments and Related
Products (SIC 38), and Communications (SIC 48).
Estimating the Impact of QTI on Tampa Bay
In order to estimate the economic impact of adding jobs
to Tampa Bay’s economy in targeted industries of the QTI
Program, we use the IMPLAN ProfessionalTM Social
Accounting and Impact Analysis Software with 1998 (the
most recent available) data by county.6 The IMPLAN soft-
ware is an economic input-output model. The historical data
are used to develop a model that quantifies economic inter-
actions in terms of the flow of dollars from purchasers to
producers within the Tampa Bay region. From the descrip-
tive model we calculate a set of multipliers and use them to
predict changes in employment, income, output, and gov-
ernment’s tax revenues for each industry in the model. 
For each target industry we direct the IMPLAN comput-
er model to inject 100 hypothetical jobs into a specified
industry and observe the model’s prediction of economic
Tax Refund Program for Qualified Target Industry Businesses
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At the top of Table 1 are the 1998 Tampa Bay baseline
population and aggregate personal income, from which we
calculate personal income per capita. Before adding the
100 jobs in Carpets and Rugs, personal income per capita
in Tampa Bay was $26,569.87. We use the change in
regional per capita personal income as the principal gauge
of the impact of the 100 added jobs. Other measures of the
impact that are also shown in Table 1 are increases in
employment, output, and government revenue.
Section 288.106 F.S. states, “Average private sector
wage in the area means the statewide private sector aver-
age wage or the average of all private sector wages and
impact. The impact is comprised of three effects: direct,
indirect and induced. The direct effect is the 100 new jobs
and their concomitant increases in income, output and tax
revenues. The indirect effect is the increases in employ-
ment, income, output, and tax revenues attributable to other
businesses in the supplier chain of the industry. The induced
effect is the increases in employment, income, output, and
tax revenues due to more income, and consequently greater
spending by the households that have directly or indirectly
benefited from the originally added 100 jobs.
Table 1 presents a detailed economic impact analysis for
one industry. The purpose of Table 1 is to demonstrate the
method of analysis we use to determine economic
impacts. Subsequent tables, with less detail, will be used
to explain the findings of our analysis.
IMPLAN employs an industry sector scheme that can be
bridged to the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) sys-
tem. Table 1 shows the impact of an injection of 100 jobs
into the Carpets and Rugs manufacturing industry. The
results presented in Table 1 are based on IMPLAN sector
117, which bridges to SIC 2270 Carpets and Rugs.
Tampa Bay Baseline - 1998
Population 3,393,498
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,164,790
Personal Income per Capita $26,569.87
IMPLAN Sector Name =  117: Carpets and Rugs SIC 2270
Avg. 1998 Wages SIC 2270 $27,521 (Note 1)
100 New Jobs -- Impacts on SIC 2270
Direct Indirect Induced Total Direct Indirect Induced Total
Employment 100 48.5 59.0 207.5
Emp. Comp. (Note 2) $3,357,922 $1,425,817 $1,480,948 $6,264,687 $33,579 $29,398 $25,101 $30,191
Proprietors Inc. $136,070 $146,220 $160,394 $442,684
Labor Inc. $3,493,992 $1,572,037 $1,641,342 $6,707,371 $34,940 $32,413 $27,819 $32,325
Property Inc. $2,048,734 $692,917 $845,881 $3,587,532
Personal Income $5,542,726 $2,264,954 $2,487,223 $10,294,903 $55,427 $46,700 $42,156 $49,614
Indirect Bus. Tax $190,381 $246,930 $286,404 $723,715
Value added $5,733,107 $2,511,884 $2,773,627 $11,018,618
Output $19,415,554 $4,468,821 $4,171,768 $28,056,143 $194,156 $92,141 $70,708 $135,210
Federal Taxes $1,943,231 $9,365
State/Local Tax $718,564 $3,463
Total Taxes (Note 3) $2,661,795 $12,828
Tampa Bay after Adding 100 Jobs - 1998
Population 3,393,498 (no change in population)
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,175,085
Personal Income (PI) per Capita $26,572.90
Increase in PI per Capita $3.03
Population 3,393,706 (increase in population equal to new jobs)
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,175,085
Personal Income (PI) per Capita $26,571.28
Increase in PI per Capita $1.41
Note 1: Source is ES 202 data for unemployment compensation.  
Avg. wages do not include the cost of benefits paid by an employer.  Proprietors are not included.
Note 2: Source is IMPLAN input-output model estimation.
Employment compensation includes the cost of benefits paid by an employer.
Note 3: Does not include an incremental ad valorem (property) tax paid by corporations.
Table 1
Impact of Adding 100 Jobs in Carpets and Rugs
Aggregated Impact Average Impact per Added Job
salaries in the county or in the standard metropolitan area
in which the business is located.” However, the statute
does not make clear how the average wage is calculated.
One way to calculate an average wage is to use ES202
data to find the employment-weighted average of wages
reported by firms in the area. The ES202 data set is a col-
lection of job and wage data from all employers partici-
pating in Florida’s unemployment insurance program.
Because self-employed proprietors do not contribute to the
unemployment insurance system, they are not included in
the ES202 data. ES202 wages include only monetary pay-
ments to employees—benefits received in-kind, such as
medical insurance, are not included in ES202 wages.
In 1998, on average, the annual wage in the Carpets and
Rugs industry in Tampa Bay was $27,521. The average
industry wage calculated using ES202 data is a different
measure from personal income per capita used in this
analysis. As reflected in Table 1, personal income is the
sum of employee compensation, proprietors’ income and
property income. Personal income per capita is a more
comprehensive measure of the economic impact of jobs-
creation than an average ES202 industry wage.
In the illustration of Table 1, the 100 jobs, which are
directly added to the regional economy, motivate the cre-
ation of 107.5 more jobs. Thus, the total increase in
employment is 207.5 jobs.
Employee compensation is a component of personal
income. The IMPLAN model estimates a direct increase in
employee compensation of $3,357,922 or an average of
$33,579 per added job. Because the model’s employee
compensation measurement includes non-cash benefits, but
ES202 wages do not, we estimate that on average a “bene-
fits package” in the Carpets and Rugs industry costs the
employer $6,058 per job. ($6,058 is the difference between
employee compensation and the ES202 wage in the Carpet
and Rug manufacturing industry.) That is, the employer
spends about 18 percent of employee compensation for
benefits such as health insurance and retirement plans.
The IMPLAN estimate of the total increase in employ-
ment compensation (which includes direct, indirect and
induced employment) is $6,264,687, or $30,191 per added
job. Note that the indirect and induced jobs offer lower
average levels of employee compensation than do the
direct jobs. Thus, it may be seen that, while an incentive
program may lure relatively high-wage jobs, the program
may also be responsible for the creation of additional jobs
paying lower employee compensation. These lower-wage
jobs tend to reduce the total impact of the 100 jobs direct-
ly added to the economy.
Continuing the illustration of Table 1, total labor income
due to the hypothetical 100 added jobs is $6,707,371, or
$32,325 per job.7 Self-employed persons receive some-
what higher compensation than employees do when 
performing work in the Carpets and Rug manufacturing
industry. Thus, average labor income exceeds average
employee compensation.
6Another component of personal income is property
income. Property income consists of payments from rents,
royalties, dividends, interest, as well as firms’ retained
earnings. Property income is an estimate of the money
flows to the owners of capital due to the hypothetical 100
added jobs. Total property income is $3,587,532.
Personal income is the sum of labor income and proper-
ty income. Total personal income generated in Tampa Bay
by the hypothetical 100 added jobs is $10,294,903, of
which $5,542,107 is directly attributable to the added 100
jobs. Direct personal income per capita is $55,427 per
added job, but the total effect (including direct, indirect,
and induced jobs) is $49,614 per capita. The average per
capita personal income from new jobs is much higher than
Tampa Bay’s baseline personal income per capita. But,
how much would overall personal income per capita
increase? That is, what is the average per person benefit
for each resident of Tampa Bay?
The average per person increase in personal income is a
gauge of the impact of an incentive program that adds jobs to
a region’s economy. In the case illustrated by Table 1, and
assuming no increase in the region’s population, the model’s
projected increase in personal income per capita is $3.03.
However, the assumption of “no population” increase is real-
istic only when there is some slack in the region’s labor mar-
ket. If there is no slack in the labor market (the region is at full
employment) all new workers must migrate into the region. In
that case, the total of 207.5 newly created jobs increases
Tampa Bay’s per capita personal income by $1.41. From this
example, it is seen that the utility of an incentive to add jobs to
a region’s economy is sensitive to the region’s labor market
slack. When there is slack in the labor market, i.e. qualified
and unemployed residents already available in the region, an
incentive program to create jobs has a higher utility than when
the regional economy is already at full employment.
Output is the value of goods and services produced in
the region. Output is a measure of the total value of inter-
mediate purchases of an industry plus the value added by
the industry to the intermediate purchases. In Table 1, the
direct output expected from the hypothetical 100 new jobs
is $19,415,554 or about $194,156 per job. The total effect
(including direct, indirect, and induced output) is
$28,056,143 of output, or $135,210 per job. 
The IMPLAN model also provides an estimate of new tax
revenues that will be generated as a result of the hypothetical
addition of 100 jobs to the regional economy. The model’s
estimate, shown in Table 1, is over $2.66 million in new tax
revenue: $1.94 million in federal revenue and $0.72 million in
State and local revenue. That is, federal tax revenue is expect-
ed to increase $9,365 per new job and combined state / local
tax revenues are expected to go up by $3,463 per new job.
Table 1 illustrated the method we use to analyze the eco-
nomic impact of creating 100 jobs in the Carpets and Rugs
industry. An industry is identified by a four-digit SIC code
—which is 2270 in the case of carpets and rugs manufactur-
ing. However, qualified target industries are designated at the
two-digit SIC code level. According to the nomenclature of
the SIC system, a two-digit code identifies a “major group”
of industries. The Carpets and Rugs industry is a part of
major group 22, which is called Textile Mill Products.
Table 2 summarizes the findings of the analysis of the
Textile Mill Products major group. The IMPLAN sector
scheme bridges to 15 industries or grouping of industries
within the Textile Mill Products major group. Out of the
15, six were manufacturing products in Tampa Bay in
1998. One of the six is a grouping of industries designat-
ed in Table 2 as SIC 22XX, Broadwoven Fabrics. The
remaining five are individual industries. The findings of
Table 2 are based on an input-output analysis of major-
group-22 businesses that already exist in Tampa Bay.
Tax Refund Program for Qualified Target Industry Businesses
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Tampa Bay Baseline - 1998
Population 3,393,498
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,164,790
Personal Income per Capita $26,569.87
100 New Jobs -- Impacts on Major Industry Group 22
SIC Description Direct Indirect Induced Total
22XX (Note 1) Broadwoven Fabrics $2,461,926 $1,815,973 $1,565,942 $5,843,841
2240 Narrow fabrics $5,109,645 $746,506 $2,371,286 $8,227,437
2253 Knit Outerwear $1,634,049 $683,841 $878,375 $3,196,265
2270 Carpets and Rugs $5,542,726 $2,264,954 $2,487,223 $10,294,903
2295 Coated Fabrics $2,043,492 $4,296,415 $2,376,717 $8,716,624
2298 Cordage $3,095,908 $1,766,418 $1,873,720 $6,736,046
Average $3,314,624 $1,929,018 $1,925,544 $7,169,186
SIC Description Direct Indirect Induced Total
22XX (Note 1) Broadwoven Fabrics 100 41.0 37.1 178.1
2240 Narrow fabrics 100 16.6 56.3 172.9
2253 Knit Outerwear 100 16.3 20.8 137.1
2270 Carpets and Rugs 100 48.5 59.0 207.5
2295 Coated Fabrics 100 85.3 56.4 241.7
2298 Cordage 100 34.3 44.4 178.7
Average 100 40.3 45.7 186.0
SIC Description Direct Indirect Induced Total
22XX (Note 1) Broadwoven Fabrics $11,076,791 $3,290,939 $2,626,523 $16,994,253
2240 Narrow fabrics $8,558,966 $1,354,781 $3,977,308 $13,891,055
2253 Knit Outerwear $7,292,071 $1,246,214 $1,473,281 $10,011,566
2270 Carpets and Rugs $19,415,554 $4,468,821 $4,171,768 $28,056,143
2295 Coated Fabrics $18,339,128 $8,478,033 $3,986,419 $30,803,580
2298 Cordage $9,645,316 $3,428,743 $3,142,741 $16,216,800
Average $12,387,971 $3,711,255 $3,229,673 $19,328,900
SIC Description Federal State/Local Total
22XX (note 1) Broadwoven Fabrics $1,172,032 $446,606 $1,618,638
2240 Narrow fabrics $1,714,553 $453,273 $2,167,826
2253 Knit Outerwear $649,687 $213,278 $862,965
2270 Carpets and Rugs $1,943,231 $718,564 $2,661,795
2295 Coated Fabrics $1,782,071 $779,177 $2,561,248
2298 Cordage $1,390,402 $519,963 $1,910,365
Average $1,441,996 $521,810 $1,963,806
Tampa Bay after Adding 100 Jobs -- 1998
Population (no change) 3,393,498
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,171,959
Personal Income (PI) per Capita $26,571.98
Increase in PI per Capita $2.11
Population (increase = new jobs) 3,393,684
Aggregate Personal Income (000s) $90,171,959
Personal Income (PI) per Capita $26,570.52
Increase in PI per Capita $0.66
Note 1: 22xx includes SICs 2210, 2220, 2230, 2261, and 2262
Increase in Output
Increase in Taxes
Table 2
Impact of Adding 100 Jobs in Textile Mill Products
Increase in  Personal Income
Increase in Employment
7
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On average, 100 new jobs in the Textile Mill Products
major group in Tampa Bay would be expected to motivate
86 additional jobs for a total of 186 jobs. The average
increase in personal income is $7,169,186. If all 186 jobs
were filled by existing residents, i.e. no population change,
the increase in personal income per capita for Tampa
Bay’s residents is $2.11. On the other hand, if all 186 jobs
were filled by in-migrants to Tampa Bay, the increase in
personal income per capita is only $0.66.
The creation of 100 new jobs in Textile Mill Products
major group would also be expected to increase annual
regional output by $19,328,900 and combined federal,
state and local tax revenues by $1,963,806 per year.
Furthermore, Table 2 illustrates that there is a wide
range of potential outcomes for job-creation targeted at a
major group as opposed to an industry. In the illustration,
100 jobs in Carpets and Rugs (SIC 2270) increase total
personal income by $10,294,903. This is the high end of
the range for personal income. At the low end of the range,
100 jobs in Knit Outerwear (SIC 2253) increase total per-
sonal income by $3,196,265.
Table 3 reports increases in personal income per capita
for QTI-qualified major industry groups. One hundred
jobs are created in each industry that had at least one firm
operating in Tampa Bay during 1998. The reported
increases are the average of the increases for each industry
within the QTI-qualified major industry group. The antic-
ipated increases in personal income per capita - assuming
there is no in-migration to fill the newly created jobs -
range from a high of $6.86 for the Chemical and Allied
Products major industry group to a low of $1.85 for the
Miscellaneous Manufacturing major industry group.
No Pop Incr. w/ Pop Incr.
SIC Major Group Name Direct Indirect Induced Total Total
20 Food and Kindred Products $1.99 $1.86 $1.18 $5.03 $2.45
22 Textile Mill Products $0.98 $0.57 $0.57 $2.11 $0.66
23 Apparel and Other Textile Products $0.96 $0.44 $0.50 $1.90 $0.54
24 Lumber and Wood Products $1.37 $0.74 $0.73 $2.84 $1.20
25 Furniture and Fixtures $1.22 $0.65 $0.68 $2.55 $0.98
26 Paper and Allied Products $1.79 $1.00 $0.94 $3.73 $1.82
27 Printing and Publishing $1.33 $0.68 $0.72 $2.73 $1.11
28 Chemicals and Allied Products $2.93 $2.36 $1.57 $6.86 $3.97
30 Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastics $1.23 $0.88 $0.78 $2.88 $1.16
32 Stone, Clay, and Glass $1.75 $0.87 $0.86 $3.48 $1.69
33 Primary Metal Industries $1.79 $1.58 $1.13 $4.51 $2.19
34 Fabricated Metal Products $1.94 $0.75 $0.83 $3.52 $1.81
35 Industrial Machinery and Equipment $1.78 $0.97 $1.07 $3.82 $1.84
36 Electronic and Other Electric Equipment $2.08 $0.85 $1.01 $3.88 $2.03
37 Transportation Equipment $1.54 $0.96 $0.95 $3.46 $1.54
38 Instruments and Related Products $1.10 $1.11 $0.90 $3.12 $1.14
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing $1.03 $0.38 $0.44 $1.85 $0.58
48 Communications $3.18 $1.13 $1.27 $5.58 $3.38
50, 51 Wholesale Trade $1.80 $0.53 $0.82 $3.14 $1.54
61, 67 Credit Agencies $1.32 $0.11 $0.52 $1.96 $0.80
62 Security and Commodity Brokers $2.39 $0.40 $1.33 $4.12 $2.35
63 Insurance Carriers $1.45 $0.91 $0.85 $3.21 $1.28
73 Business Services $1.12 $0.35 $0.55 $2.02 $0.69
78 Motion Pictures $0.76 $0.66 $0.62 $2.04 $0.37
87 Research and Development $1.13 $0.44 $0.69 $2.26 $0.77
88 Corporate Headquarters N/A
Table 3
QTI Major Industry Groups - Personal Income per Capita
Average Impact of Adding 100 Direct Jobs
Increase in Per Capita
Personal Income Totals
Increase in Per Capita Personal Income
SIC Major Group Name Direct Indirect Induced Total
20 Food and Kindred Products 100 134.8 95.1 329.9
22 Textile Mill Products 100 40.3 45.7 186.0
23 Apparel and Other Textile Products 100 33.2 40.2 173.4
24 Lumber and Wood Products 100 50.9 58.9 209.8
25 Furniture and Fixtures 100 46.0 54.8 200.8
26 Paper and Allied Products 100 67.6 75.6 243.2
27 Printing and Publishing 100 48.5 58.3 206.8
28 Chemicals and Allied Products 100 143.0 126.3 369.3
30 Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastics 100 58.2 62.6 220.8
32 Stone, Clay, and Glass 100 59.1 69.5 228.6
33 Primary Metal Industries 100 105.3 91.0 296.3
34 Fabricated Metal Products 100 51.3 67.0 218.3
35 Industrial Machinery and Equipment 100 66.1 86.3 252.4
36 Electronic and Other Electric Equipment 100 59.4 76.7 236.1
37 Transportation Equipment 100 68.2 76.4 244.5
38 Instruments and Related Products 100 79.8 72.8 252.6
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 100 26.9 35.4 162.3
48 Communications 100 79.2 102.0 281.2
50, 51 Wholesale Trade 100 38.8 65.7 204.5
61, 67 Credit Agencies 100 6.7 42.1 148.8
62 Security and Commodity Brokers 100 19.1 107 226.1
63 Insurance Carriers 100 78.3 68.7 247
73 Business Services 100 25.4 44.1 169.5
78 Motion Pictures 100 63.4 50.1 213.5
87 Research and Development 100 35.2 55.4 190.6
88 Corporate Headquarters N/A
Increase in Employment
Table 4
QTI Major Industry Groups - Employment
Average Impact of Adding 100 Direct Jobs
SIC Major Group Name Direct Indirect Induced Total
20 Food and Kindred Products 28,647,446$  12,421,364$  6,725,114$  47,793,924$  
22 Textile Mill Products 12,387,971$  3,711,255$    3,229,675$  19,328,901$  
23 Apparel and Other Textile Products 9,671,018$    2,872,217$    2,841,075$  15,384,309$  
24 Lumber and Wood Products 13,569,391$  5,079,451$    4,166,914$  22,815,756$  
25 Furniture and Fixtures 12,358,199$  4,249,312$    3,873,972$  20,481,482$  
26 Paper and Allied Products 19,477,865$  6,761,507$    5,345,396$  31,584,767$  
27 Printing and Publishing 11,830,695$  4,192,704$    4,122,600$  20,145,999$  
28 Chemicals and Allied Products 34,338,825$  16,210,120$  8,929,791$  59,478,737$  
30 Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastics 13,917,304$  6,156,973$    4,429,382$  24,503,659$  
32 Stone, Clay, and Glass 15,043,703$  5,729,821$    4,917,502$  25,691,026$  
33 Primary Metal Industries 26,517,928$  10,116,123$  6,432,353$  43,066,404$  
34 Fabricated Metal Products 17,610,155$  4,876,749$    4,734,691$  27,221,595$  
35 Industrial Machinery and Equipment 18,673,516$  6,248,741$    6,101,971$  31,024,227$  
36 Electronic and Other Electric Equipment 17,061,472$  5,555,915$    5,425,336$  28,042,722$  
37 Transportation Equipment 20,391,288$  6,660,484$    5,398,965$  32,450,737$  
38 Instruments and Related Products 15,203,929$  7,311,940$    5,147,391$  27,663,260$  
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 8,353,216$    2,460,574$    2,504,362$  13,318,151$  
48 Communications 19,830,554$  7,312,169$    7,208,687$  34,351,409$  
50, 51 Wholesale Trade 11,276,723$  3,054,399$    4,648,312$  18,979,434$  
61, 67 Credit Agencies 5,396,045$    572,105$       2,980,147$  8,948,297$    
62 Security and Commodity Brokers 11,219,484$  1,960,050$    7,567,016$  20,746,550$  
63 Insurance Carriers 10,814,124$  4,282,159$    4,858,729$  19,955,012$  
73 Business Services 6,267,029$    1,933,580$    3,120,209$  11,320,817$  
78 Motion Pictures 7,636,158$    5,136,308$    3,542,158$  16,314,624$  
87 Research and Development 8,984,199$    3,328,024$    4,772,028$  17,084,251$  
88 Corporate Headquarters N/A
Increase in Output
Table 5
QTI Major Industry Groups - Output
Average Impact of Adding 100 Direct Jobs
If all of the newly created jobs were filled by in-
migrants to the Tampa Bay region, then the increases in
personal income per capita range from a high of $3.97 for
the Chemical and Allied Products major group to a low of
$0.37 in the Motion Pictures major group.
Table 4 reflects the average increase in employment in
the selected major industry groups, for which the increases
in personal income per capital were reported in Table 3.
Tables 5 and 6 show expected increase in output and tax
revenue, respectively, for each of the selected major
industry groups.
Increase in Taxes
SIC Major Group Name Federal State & Local Total
20 Food and Kindred Products 2,967,074$ 1,742,804$   4,709,878$ 
22 Textile Mill Products 1,441,996$ 521,810$      1,963,806$ 
23 Apparel and Other Textile Products 1,276,946$ 425,441$      1,702,387$ 
24 Lumber and Wood Products 1,864,510$ 684,094$      2,548,604$ 
25 Furniture and Fixtures 1,712,891$ 578,120$      2,291,011$ 
26 Paper and Allied Products 2,458,453$ 937,655$      3,396,107$ 
27 Printing and Publishing 1,841,785$ 623,768$      2,465,553$ 
28 Chemicals and Allied Products 4,243,422$ 1,637,514$   5,880,936$ 
30 Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastics 1,978,121$ 736,084$      2,714,204$ 
32 Stone, Clay, and Glass 2,264,352$ 819,111$      3,083,463$ 
33 Primary Metal Industries 2,882,684$ 1,347,740$   4,326,393$ 
34 Fabricated Metal Products 2,224,291$ 796,747$      3,021,038$ 
35 Industrial Machinery and Equipment 2,680,115$ 936,382$      3,616,498$ 
36 Electronic and Other Electric Equipment 2,500,294$ 834,015$      3,334,308$ 
37 Transportation Equipment 2,382,034$ 803,055$      3,185,089$ 
38 Instruments and Related Products 2,237,147$ 795,111$      3,032,258$ 
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 1,166,202$ 402,811$      1,569,013$ 
48 Communications 3,451,693$ 1,575,181$   5,026,874$ 
50, 51 Wholesale Trade 2,250,443$ 1,915,912$   4,166,355$ 
61, 67 Credit Agencies 1,324,153$ 448,387$      1,772,540$ 
62 Security and Commodity Brokers 3,116,541$ 1,295,820$   4,412,361$ 
63 Insurance Carriers 2,202,877$ 1,048,558$   3,251,435$ 
73 Business Services 1,365,804$ 417,442$      1,783,246$ 
78 Motion Pictures 1,495,559$ 494,898$      1,990,457$ 
87 Research and Development 1,599,899$ 403,991$      2,003,889$ 
88 Corporate Headquarters N/A
Table 6
QTI Major Industry Groups - Tax Revenue
Average Impact of Adding 100 Direct Jobs
8A Summary of Findings
In summary, we analyze the economic impact of the
QTI Tax Refund program for a hypothetical increase of
100 jobs in the Tampa Bay region. The analysis includes
the indirect and induced jobs also generated as the mul-
tiplier effect of the 100 direct jobs ripples through Tampa
Bay’s economy.
Although the enabling legislation implies that an
increase in the average wage be used as a measure of
impact, our primary yardstick for the analysis is the
increase in personal income per capita when the 100 jobs
are created within Tampa Bay’s economy. We use person-
al income per capita because it is a more comprehensive
measure of economic impact of job-creation than average
wages. Personal income per capita measures the impact
with regard to the economic well being of all residents of
Tampa Bay. Average wages only measure the impact on
those persons (and indirectly their households) who are
employed. Furthermore, a wage measurement usually
excludes employee benefits and always leaves out the
property income of the owners of capital.
Our analysis reveals two important observations with
respect to Florida’s QTI Tax Refund program. First, the
QTI program actually targets major industry groups, not
specific industries. As the example, in Table 2, of the
Textile Mill Products major industry group shows, there
can be a large variation in the personal income impacts
among the industries within a major group. In Textile Mill
Products the largest total increase in personal income
(Carpets and Rugs, SIC 2270) is more than three times the
smallest increase in personal income (Knit Outerwear, SIC
2253). Hence, targeting at the industry level increases the
efficiency of a job-creation scheme.
Our second observation is that the condition of the
region’s labor market is a determinant of the impact of job-
creation on personal income per capita. When the Tampa
Bay’s unemployment rate is low and the workforce partic-
ipation rate is high, many of the newly created jobs will be
filled by in-migrants. Increased population dilutes the
impact of job-creation as measured by personal income
per capita. The example in Table 2 shows that the increase
in personal income per capita will be reduced by as much
as two-thirds, if the new jobs were filled by in-migrants.
Thus, it seems prudent to suspend job-creation programs
when unemployment is low and workforce participation is
high. Alternatively, the job-creation program should man-
date the number of newly created direct jobs that must be
filled by current residents of Tampa Bay.
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Endnotes
1 See http://www.myflorida.com/myflorida/government/
learn/otted/financial_incentives.html
2 The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system was
developed by the federal government during the 1930s to
consistently group together establishments that use the
same or similar processes to produce goods or services. 
3 The economic developers polled were members of the
American Economic Development Council (AEDC) and
the real estate executives polled were members of the
International Association of Corporate Real Estate
Executives (NACORE).
4 Reference “FEDC Sets Legislative Agenda,” by Fred
A. Martin, FEDC Legislative Director, in On Track, the
newsletter of the Florida Economic Development
Council, Inc., Fall 2001, page 3. See also “The 3 Keys to
Florida’s Business Success,” undated, published by
FEDC, P.O. Box 3186, Tallahassee, Florida 32315 - 3186.
5 See “Report on Central Florida’s Technology Clusters,”
The Florida High Tech Corridor Council Inc., Spring
2001, pages 30 and 31. Florida’s High Tech Corridor
Council was created in 1996. The Corridor extends from
Tampa Bay, through the Orlando metropolitan area, to
Florida’s Atlantic coast. The goal of the Council is the
attraction, retention and growth of high-tech industry and
sustaining workforce. The Council’s website is at
http://www.floridahightech.com.
6 We define the Tampa Bay region as a seven-county
area composed of Hernando, Hillsborough, Manatee,
Pasco, Pinellas, Polk and Sarasota counties.
7 Labor income is the sum of employee compensation
and proprietors’ income. When estimating the impact of
adding jobs to a regional economy, the IMPLAN model
maintains the ratio of employees to self-employed work-
ers in an industry.
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Economic Patterns in Hillsborough County in 1997:
Hillsborough County Zip Code
Business, Employment and Farm Patterns Analysis
By Gina B. Space, Economist with the Center 
for Economic Development Research
When conducting local economic development, it is
important to know both the composition of the local econ-
omy and those factors that set your community apart from
its neighbors. Fortunately, there are a number of sources of
public data concerning regional economies. Most data is
available for standard political jurisdictions such as coun-
ties and metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs). MSAs are
groups of economically integrated counties. 
Much less public information is available below the
county level. The dearth of information can make planning
and execution of local development difficult. Local eco-
nomic development officials can frequently help to fill that
gap, based upon their intimate knowledge of their com-
munity. But, as useful as individual knowledge of an area
can be, accurate data on the distribution of economic
activities on a sub-county basis will generally be viewed
as more reliable. In addition, a single data source is com-
parable across communities.
Sub-county economic data is available in the Zip Code
Business Patterns, but here too, many find the identifica-
tion of zip codes in a county a difficult and cumbersome
process. Since zip codes cross political boundaries, gov-
ernment officials may hesitate to use zip code data to con-
duct policy analysis and planning activities. 
Two methods of disaggregating zip code level data can
improve its usefulness in regional analysis. First, if the
data is mapped geographically, zip code identification
becomes a much smaller problem. When viewed in map
format, neighborhoods and commercial activity centers
can be viewed by reference to streets and other natural
boundaries. Second, if the zip code data is allocated to
sub-county political jurisdictions such as incorporated
cities, totals can be provided for each jurisdiction, facili-
tating government planning and analysis.
This analysis summarizes a report conducted in collabo-
ration with the Hillsborough County Economic
Development Department. The report mapped economic
activity, measured by number of business and farm estab-
lishments and by employment, and allocated the data by
sub-county political jurisdictions in Hillsborough County.
The Economic Development Department administers pro-
grams that sustain and encourage the economic growth of
the local economy, including job creation programs.
Knowing the distribution of businesses, farms and
employment helps the Department balance the needs of
the entire community, including businesses, farmers and
employees, when implementing programs supporting the
county business community.
Data
The analysis is based on three data sources:
 the 1997 Zip Code Business Patterns, published in May
2000 by the Economics and Statistics Administration
of the U.S. Department of Commerce; 
 the 1997 U.S. Census of Agriculture Zip Code tabu-
lation; and 
 ESRI’s ArcView Geographic Information System, a
desktop mapping software program which maps zip
code boundaries. 
The Zip Code Business Patterns data cover all private
business establishments with one or more paid employees.
Data are not included for self-employed persons, domestic
service workers, railroad employees, agriculture produc-
tion workers and most government employees. For exam-
ple, the data for zip code 33620, which includes the
University of South Florida’s Tampa Campus, does not
reflect the large number of employees at USF, because
these employees are government employees. 
Business establishments are further defined as: “a single
physical location at which business is conducted or servic-
es or industrial operations are performed.” Thus, a single
business establishment could be only one of several
branches of a corporation and is not a measure of the num-
ber of companies in a geographic area. Total employment
covers all full- and part-time employees, and salaried offi-
cers and executives of corporations. Employees on paid
leave are also included in the count. However, proprietors
and partners of unincorporated businesses are not included.
The Census of Agriculture is conducted every five years
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The 1997 Census
of Agriculture Zip Code Tabulation report covers all farms
in all 50 states. The Census of Agriculture was conducted
in 1998 and refers to farms and farming activity conduct-
ed in 1997. The Census defines a farm as “any place from
which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were pro-
duced or sold, or normally would have been sold during
the census year.” (See the endnotes for limitations of the
Zip Code Tabulation report.1) 
The zip code locations and boundaries were identified
using ESRI’s ArcView Geographic Information System,
a desktop mapping software program. The zip codes used
in this analysis were released on the 1999 “Data and
Maps” compact disc under license to ESRI from
Geographic Data Technology, Inc (GDT). GDT zip code
boundaries are based primarily on 1998 U.S. Postal
Service data. As zip codes and boundaries change from
time to time, it is important to keep in mind that these are
1998 zip codes. However, because the business and farm
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data are from 1997, a high amount of geographic consis-
tency is expected throughout the data. 
Methodology
Several zip codes within Hillsborough County cross polit-
ical jurisdictions. Other zip codes contain addresses in as
many as three different jurisdictions. Still other zip codes
contain land and associated businesses and employment
located in counties adjacent to Hillsborough County. In
order to obtain summary data by sub-county political juris-
diction, it was necessary to allocate the number of business
establishments and employees in each multi-jurisdictional
zip code that fall within and outside of each political juris-
diction. The allocations are made for zip codes containing
two or more political jurisdictions within the county and for
zip codes that include areas outside of the county boundary. 
Establishments and employment in multi-jurisdictional
zip codes are allocated by calculating the percentage of
land area in each political jurisdiction within the zip code.
The percentages are then applied to the totals for that zip
code. The result is an estimate of the number of business-
es, farms and employment contained in each political
jurisdiction’s portion of each multi-jurisdictional zip code. 
This technique necessarily assumes that businesses and
employment are uniformly distributed throughout each
multi-jurisdictional zip code. While this assumption may
be inexact, there is no systematic bias in using this tech-
nique, which is expected to randomly result in underesti-
mation in some places and overestimation in others.
Additionally, given the large number of establishments
and employment in the county and number of estimates
calculated, it is likely that the net effect is negligible.
Analysis
It is estimated that in 1997 there were 25,800 private
businesses in Hillsborough County, including all incorpo-
rated political subdivisions, employing 470,573 persons.
Estimates show Hillsborough County contained 2,695
farms with 1,250 persons with farming as their principal
occupation. Of these totals, an estimated 13,696 establish-
ments, 221,113 employees, 2,340 farms and 1,104 princi-
pal occupation farmers are in the unincorporated portion
of Hillsborough County. (See Table 1.) By these estimates,
the unincorporated portion of Hillsborough County con-
tains 53.1% of all business establishments, 47.0% of all
employment, 86.8% of all farms and 88.4% of all princi-
pal occupation farmers.
The City of Tampa contained an estimated 11,395 busi-
ness establishments, 237,029 employees, 210 farms and 77
principal occupation farmers. The City of Tampa contains a
smaller proportion of the county’s business establishments
than the unincorporated county (44.2% to 53.1%), but a
larger proportion of the employment (50.4% to 47.0%).
This reflects in part the higher structural density for com-
mercial office space in certain locations within the City
of Tampa. Higher structural density is found in places
such as the Central Business District (downtown) and
much of Westshore.
The farm distribution also reflects land use values and
patterns. The majority (88.4%) of farms and principal
occupation farmers (85.5%) are located in unincorporated
Hillsborough County. The remainder are split mostly
between Plant City (4.8%) and the City of Tampa (7.8%).
However, the relatively high number of farms in the data
for Tampa is most likely a result of farm owners’ mailing
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addresses in city zip codes, rather than substantial farming
activity in the city.
Business Establishments
Eight zip codes in Hillsborough County contain over
1,000 business establishments. Of these, two zip codes are
exclusively in unincorporated Hillsborough County
(33511 and 33618) and two are in the City of Tampa
(33609 and 33602). The largest number of businesses in
unincorporated Hillsborough County is the Brandon area
with 1,326, followed by Carrollwood with 1,002. The City
of Tampa’s businesses are concentrated in the Westshore
area, which contains 1,649 establishments, and downtown
Tampa, which is home to 1,152 establishments.
The other four zip codes with more than 1,000 business
establishments are not exclusive to a single political jurisdic-
tion; these zip codes have areas in both the unincorporated
county and Tampa. In these zip codes, it is estimated that the
City of Tampa has 3,202 business establishments and the
unincorporated county contains 2,497. However, unincorpo-
rated Hillsborough County contains several additional large
zip codes with a substantial number of businesses. As a result,
it is estimated that the unincorporated county contains 2,301
more business establishments than the City of Tampa.
Employment
Two zip codes in Hillsborough County contain over
50,000 employees: 33607 with 58,112; and 33619 with
54,093. Zip code 33607 is almost entirely in the City of
Tampa (96.5%) and the majority of 33619 lies in unincorpo-
rated Hillsborough County (86.6%). Several other zip codes
that encompass parts of both unincorporated Hillsborough
County and the City of Tampa contain large numbers of
employees. Although there are a large number of establish-
ments distributed throughout much of the county, employ-
ment in the unincorporated portion of Hillsborough County
is concentrated around the City of Tampa’s legal boundaries. 
Total employment in the City of Tampa is estimated to
be slightly greater than employment in the unincorporated
county. The employment distribution reflects high struc-
tural density buildings in the downtown area (zip code
33602) and the Westshore business district (33609 and
33607), which contain larger business establishments with
more employees per firm.
Farms and Principal Occupation Farmers
Unincorporated Hillsborough County contains by far the
largest number of farms and principal occupation farmers
in the county. The unincorporated portion of the county
contains 2,340 farms, or nearly 87% of all farms in the
county, and 1,104 principal occupation farmers. Tampa
registers 210 farms and 77 principal occupation farmers;
however, it is difficult to discern if that is a result of the
mailing list method of data collection or if there are active
farms within the City of Tampa. Plant City contains 128
farms and 64 principal occupation farmers. 
As expected, farms and farmers are concentrated in the
eastern and southern parts of Hillsborough County. A rel-
atively large number of farms appear also in the northwest
portion of Hillsborough County.
While there are a substantial number of principal occupation
farmers in Hillsborough County, it is important to note that
more farm owners have occupations other than farming. This
could be an indication of lifestyle farmers, tenant farming
and/or an inability to generate sufficient income from farming
alone. Further study would be required to draw conclusions.
ZIP No
te
s
 Number of 
Business 
Establishments 
  Total 
Employment  #Farms
Principal 
Occupation 
Farmer
Other 
Principal 
Occupation 
% FT 
Farmers Political Jurisdiction
Subtotal 7,683                   82,521           1,449     683               766               47.1% Subtotal Hillsborough County Exclusively
HC 769                      10,642           736        356               379               48.4% Hillsborough County Portion Subtotal of Plant City/HC Shared Zip Codes
HC 4,775                   119,845         134        59                 74                 44.2% Hillsborough County Portion Subtotal of Tampa/HC Shared Zip Codes
HC 470                      8,105             22          6                   16                 28.6% Hillsborough County Portion Subtotal of Tampa/Temple Terrace/HC Shared Zip Codes
13,696                 221,113         2,340     1,104            1,236            47.2%
Subtotal 7,299                   122,322         162        61                 101               37.7% Subtotal City of Tampa Exclusively
T 3,870                   110,809         37          13                 25                 34.5% City of Tampa Portion Subtotal of Tampa/HC Shared Zip Codes
T 226                      3,898             11          3                   8                   28.6% City of Tampa Portion Subtotal of Tampa/Temple Terrace/HC Shared Zip Codes
11,395                 237,029         210        77                 133               36.6%
TT 355                      6,128             17          5                   12                 28.6% Temple Terrace Portion Subtotal of Tampa/Temple Terrace/HC Shared Zip Codes
355                      6,128             17          5                   12                 28.6%
PC 353                      6,303             128        64                 65                 49.7% Plant City Portion Subtotal of Plant City/HC Shared Zip Codes
353                      6,303             128        64                 65                 49.7%
25,800                 470,573         2,695     1,250            1,445            
Hillsborough County Zip Code Business and Farm Patterns
Sources:  ESRI ArcView 1999 Data and Maps (for zip codes and boundaries), 1997 Zip Code Business Patterns, US Bureau of the Census (for business establishments and amployment), and 
1997 Census of Agriculture, US Department of Agriculture, National Agriculture Statistics Service (for farms, and farmer occupations).
City of Tampa ESTIMATED TOTAL
City of Temple Terrace
City of Temple Terrace ESTIMATED TOTAL
City of Plant City
SUMMARY
Hillsborough  County
Hillsborough County ESTIMATED TOTAL
City of Tampa
City of Plant City ESTIMATED TOTAL
Total for All of Hillsborough County 
Continued on page 12
12
Economic Patterns in Hillsborough County in 1997:
Hillsborough County Zip Code Business, Employment and Farm Patterns Analysis
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Demographic Changes in Southeast Pasco County
By Gina B. Space, Economist with the Center 
for Economic Development Research
It is well publicized that Florida’s population is growing-
rapidly. Population grew from 9,746,324 in 1980 to
12,937,926 in 1990 and to 15,982,378 in 20001. This repre-
sents a twenty-year growth rate of 64.0%, compared to the
national rate of 21.8%. It is also widely appreciated that some
parts of the state have grown, and may continue to grow, faster
than others. Counties may grow at different rates for several
reasons. Some areas may be built-out to capacity, leaving lit-
tle room for growth. Other areas start with large population
bases and therefore show smaller growth rates since the rate of
growth declines with the size of the base. Moreover, econom-
ic activity and opportunity in an area influences individuals’
choices of residency and may either foster or dampen growth.
Especially in metropolitan areas, as the population grows out-
ward from the central city, land use and zoning regulations
tend to steer growth and development in specific directions.
The Tampa Bay area is a big contributor to Florida’s
high population growth rates. Other studies have docu-
mented rapid population growth in Tampa Bay and the
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater Metropolitan Statistical
Area. This article examines one rapidly urbanizing area in
Tampa Bay, the southeast section of Pasco County. We
examine recent growth patterns and their effect on the age
distribution of the population. 
For the purpose of this article, southeast Pasco County is
defined by census tracts. The area includes the following
tracts: 321.01, 321.02, 328, 329, 330.01, 330.02, 330.03,
330.04, and 331. Geographically, this area is bounded by
Interstate 75 on the west and the county line on the south
and east. The northern boundary follows approximately
State Road 52a and State Highway 579a. The area will be
referred to as southeast Pasco and is shown in Map 1.
From 1980 to 2000, the population in southeast Pasco more
than doubled. The area’s population grew at a twenty-year
rate of 119.8%—almost twice as fast as Florida’s rate of
64.0%. Pasco County’s population grew 78.0% over the
twenty years, also greater than the state rate, but substantial-
ly less than southeast portion of the county. The overwhelm-
Conclusions
We find that the unincorporated portion of Hillsborough
County contains the majority of: business establishments
(53.1%) in the county; farms (86.8%); and farmers, both
principal occupation farmers (88.4%) and farmers with
other occupations (85.5%). The City of Tampa contains
just slightly more than half of all employment in the
county (50.4%). The unincorporated county’s employ-
ment comes in a close second to Tampa containing 47.0%
of total county employment. Plant City and Temple
Terrace combined contain less than 3% of business estab-
lishments and employment.
The geographic distribution of businesses shows that
commerce is spread across the county. However, the dis-
tribution of employment does not follow precisely the
same pattern. While employment is concentrated in a few
areas, business establishments flourish throughout popu-
lated areas. This is a result of the natural business model.
As establishments locate where customers can be found,
establishments found in the outlying areas of the county
presumably serve retail demand from the suburbs. Further
analysis of the data by industry sector should confirm
these conclusions.
1The Zip Code Tabulation report of farm data has some
limitations. One limitation is the method used to gather
the data. The data is collected using mailing addresses
and there are some instances in which the mailing
address zip code for a farm is not the same as, or includ-
ed in, the zip code where the farm is located (i.e. post
office boxes, other business addresses, etc.). Thus, a farm
may be reported in a central business district since the
farm owner receives business mail there, but the farm can
be physically located miles away.
Additionally, zip codes with fewer than five farms are
aggregated in a separate category for each state and are not
reported for the zip code of record. Likewise, zip codes with
no farms do not appear in the zip code tabulation. A lack of
data should not be taken as an indication of no farms or
farming activity, because such zip code could contain fewer
than four farms. Alternatively, one cannot assume that a
small number farms exist in zip codes with no data.
13
ing majority of the growth in southeast Pasco is found in the
area just north of Hillsborough County, running from I-75 to
Zephyrhills, with State Road 54 cutting almost through the
middle from west to east. This area contributed 82.7% of the
total population growth experienced in that section of the
county. The proximity of I-75 and the use of SR 54 as a con-
nector to I-75 have served as an inducement for new residen-
tial growth as they lower the cost of transportation to major
employment and commercial centers in the Tampa Bay area.
Growth is changing the overall demographics of southeast
Pasco. In 1980, almost half of the area’s population was over
age 55 (49.3%) and over one-third of the population was
over 65 (34.5%). Today, those figures are smaller: 41.9% of
the population is older than 55 and 30.3% is over 65. These
figures are still substantially higher than the average popula-
tion distribution nationally, where 21.1% of the population is
over 55 and only 12.4% is over 65. As southeast Pasco con-
tinues to urbanize, will the population become more repre-
sentative of the U.S.? Or will the area continue to be a retire-
ment destination? An examination of the changing demo-
graphics will help answer those questions.
There are two ways to analyze the changing age of the
southeast Pasco population. A straightforward method is
to analyze the growth in population by age range in stasis.
The second method is more complicated. It consists of
examining the changes in population figures over time, as
we follow age group cohorts over twenty years. The
results of the two methods can be dramatically different.
The population in southeast Pasco is shown in Table 1 by
age range for census years 1980, 1990 and 2000. Table 2
shows the absolute changes and Table 3 shows the percent
change in each age group. Both tables cover three time spans:
1980 to 1990; 1990 to 2000; and 1980 to 2000. Separating the
growth by decade highlights the shift in the age of the typical
newcomer to southeast Pasco. From 1980 to 1990, it was
much more likely for an older, established person to move into
southeast Pasco than for someone under 25. Between 1980
and 1990, southeast Pasco added 5,828 residents over 65 to
only 2,334 under 25, a ratio of two and one-half to one. In the
same time period, southeast Pasco showed the largest absolute
growth (6,427) in persons of labor-force age (25 to 64). 
For the 1990’s decade, the population growth shifted.
Continuing to dominate the growth are persons between
the ages 25 and 64, adding 10,149 people and accounting
for 56.8% of total growth. However, from 1990 to 2000,
growth was much more pronounced in the younger gener-
ation than in the elder one. Southeast Pasco added 4,813
residents under 25, compared to 2,911 residents over 65,
almost the reverse of the previous ten years. 
For the sum total twenty years, the population growth dis-
tribution was slightly skewed to the older age ranges, but the
overall growth was still dominated by working-age persons.
The two age ranges with the highest twenty-year growth
rates are those aged 34 to 45 and 45 to 54, growing 263.2%
and 199.7% respectively. The turnaround in the population
growth of the younger ages in the 1990’s helped propel these
age ranges into the group of fastest growing, with residents
aged zero to 4 registering the third largest gain (158.1%). As
a result, the young and the old achieved a near-balance in
twenty-year absolute population change: southeast Pasco
added 7,147 residents under 25 and 8,739 residents over 65.
The effect of the population growth on the relative propor-
tion of each age range in the area is shown by the percentage
of the population in each range. Chart 1 (See page 14) shows
the population distribution by age for southeast Pasco for
1980, 1990 and 2000. The national population distribution is
included for comparison purposes. In all but four of the age
ranges, southeast Pasco is trending toward the national aver-
age. In the age ranges where southeast Pasco seems to be
diverging from the national average, two were moving away
from the national average and then reversed themselves. The
other two, 15 to 19 and 20 to 24, have consistently been
moving in the opposite direction as the national average.
The age groups that began trending towards the national
average in 1990, after moving away from that average in 1980,
Continued on page 14
Table 1
Age Range 1980 1990 2000
Zero to 4 years 1,211 1,829 3,126
5 to 9 years 1,273 1,878 3,150
10 to 14 years 1,481 1,833 3,107
15 to 19 years 1,620 1,942 2,697
20 to 24 years 1,260 1,697 1,912
25 to 34 years 2,580 4,336 6,208
35 to 44 years 2,118 4,169 7,692
45 to 54 years 2,238 3,518 6,707
55 to 64 years 4,028 5,368 6,933
65 to 74 years 5,835 8,834 9,245
75 and older 3,525 6,354 8,854
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Table 194; 
1990 Census of Population and Housing, PL 94-171 Data, 2000 Census of 
Population and Housing, SF1
Population
Table 2
Age Range 1980 to 1990 1990 to 2000 1980 to 2000
Zero to 4 years 618 1,297 1,915
5 to 9 years 605 1,272 1,877
10 to 14 years 352 1,274 1,626
15 to 19 years 322 755 1,077
20 to 24 years 437 215 652
25 to 34 years 1,756 1,872 3,628
35 to 44 years 2,051 3,523 5,574
45 to 54 years 1,280 3,189 4,469
55 to 64 years 1,340 1,565 2,905
65 to 74 years 2,999 411 3,410
75 and older 2,829 2,500 5,329
Population Change
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Table 194; 1990 
Census of Population and Housing, PL 94-171 Data, 2000 Census of Population and 
Housing, SF1
Table 3
Age Range 1980 to 1990 1990 to 2000 1980 to 2000
Zero to 4 years 51.0% 70.9% 158.1%
5 to 9 years 47.5% 67.7% 147.4%
10 to 14 years 23.8% 69.5% 109.8%
15 to 19 years 19.9% 38.9% 66.5%
20 to 24 years 34.7% 12.7% 51.7%
25 to 34 years 68.1% 43.2% 140.6%
35 to 44 years 96.8% 84.5% 263.2%
45 to 54 years 57.2% 90.6% 199.7%
55 to 64 years 33.3% 29.2% 72.1%
65 to 74 years 51.4% 4.7% 58.4%
75 and older 80.3% 39.3% 151.2%
Growth Rates
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Table 194; 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, PL 94-171 Data, 2000 Census of Population and Housing, SF1
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are those over 75 and those aged 10 to 14. The 10 to 14
range posted the second lowest growth for the 1980 to
1990 decade, but in the following ten years had the fourth
highest growth of all age groups. The opposite is true of
the over 75 age range, which had the second highest
growth in the 1980’s decade, but dropped to the fourth
lowest in the 1990’s. 
Absolute growth numbers also show the very small
changes in the population in age range 20 to 24, which when
combined with large overall population growth rate cause
the age group’s proportion to fall rapidly. This lack of growth
in the midst of an exploding population may be a result of
several factors. The 20 to 24 age range is typically the time
for college education, which frequently is undertaken away
from home. If a young person is not moving away for edu-
cation, he/she is most likely seeking employment. The com-
mercial activity in the area does not have the strength of
nearby cities and thus it would be expected for a young per-
son to move closer to potential employment opportunities.
Finally, new housing development in southeast Pasco is
geared towards the single family home. Most young people
between the ages of 20 and 24 are not in a financial position
to purchase a home, even if they have already started a fam-
ily. Thus, housing opportunities lead this segment of the pop-
ulation to other locations in the metropolitan area. 
Certainly some of the same causes cited above may con-
tribute to the decline in the proportion of persons aged 15
to 19. In addition, the decrease may also be a reflection of
the mathematics of population growth. While the age
group did grow from 1980 to 2000, and in fact increased
by two-thirds, the growth in all other age categories except
two was greater. As a result of being outpaced in growth,
the age group’s relative share of overall population falls. 
When looking at population changes over time, it is also
important to measure the growth of population cohorts as
they move through the age ranges. Analysis of cohorts
shows the net effect of population changes while account-
ing for the passage of time. We now examine age cohorts
and follow them, measuring changes in populations, as
they age. Table 4 shows the percent changes in cohort
groups with each census beginning with the 1980 Census. 
The striking difference between the analysis by cohort and
the straightforward analysis without regard to the population
itself aging is seen in the over 75 category. In the straightfor-
ward measurement of change, it appeared that the population
over 75 was growing rapidly, posting a twenty-year gain of
151.2%. However, the population change measurement by
cohort shows steady population loss in the elderly. This pop-
ulation “loss” is a result of combining the populations of
those over 65 with those over 75 in 1980, and measuring the
difference in this sum versus the 1990 population over 75. 
The cohort measurement attempts to quantify the net
change in population over time and, as applied to the over
75 age range, answer the question, “Are more retirees mov-
ing into the southeast Pasco area?” The answer is an unam-
biguous no. As the population between 65 and 74 ages ten
years, that population does not become the entire over 75
population, but merely a part. Assuming no out-migration
of the 1980 population, those persons already over 75 in
1980 will remain in the over 75 group in 1990, unless they
have died during the decade. Thus in 1990 the over 75 pop-
ulation is the combination of two 1980 cohorts: the 65 to
74 cohort and the over 75 cohort. In 2000, the over 75
cohort is the combination of three 1980 cohorts: the 55 to
64 cohort, the 65 to 74 cohort, and the over 75 cohort.
The 33.9% decrease in population for the over 75 cohort
in 2000 since 1980 measures the population reduction as a
result of death, out-migration and no new influx of over 75
individuals. We find during the twenty years from 1980 to
2000, the over 75 population has not really grown. Rather,
other cohorts, namely the 65 to 74 and 55 to 64 cohorts,
have been folded into it. If new retirees were moving into
the area in sufficient numbers, they would counteract the
loss of population through death and the total population
would remain steady. Thus, it is safe to conclude that south-
east Pasco is no longer primarily a destination for retirees.
This raises the question of what age group fuels SE
Pasco population growth. All other age cohorts post posi-
tive gains throughout the twenty years, indicating that new
population age groups are migrating to the area. The 1980
Population Distribution by Age Range
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Chart 1
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Table 4
Age in 1980
Growth Rate
1980 to 1990 Age in 1990
Growth Rate
1990 to 2000 Age in 2000
Growth Rate
1980 to 2000
Zero to 4 years 69.9% 10 to 14 years
5 to 9 years 43.6% 15 to 19 years
Zero to 4 years 51.4% 10 to 14 years 4.3% 20 to 24 years 57.9%
5 to 9 years 52.6% 15 to 19 years included below 25 to 29 years included below
10 to 14 years 14.6% 20 to 24 years 70.6% 25 to 34 years 125.4%
15 to 19 years included below 25 to 29 years included below 35 to 39 years included below
20 to 24 years 50.6% 25 to 34 years 77.4% 35 to 44 years 167.1%
25 to 34 years 61.6% 35 to 44 years 60.9% 45 to 54 years 160.0%
35 to 44 years 66.1% 45 to 54 years 97.1% 55 to 64 years 227.3%
45 to 54 years 139.9% 55 to 64 years 72.2% 65 to 74 years 313.1%
55 to 64 years 119.3% 65 to 74 years included below 75 and older -33.9%
65 to 74 years included below 75 and older -41.7%
75 and older -32.1%
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The 2001 USF Economic Development Course
By Nolan Kimball, Coordinator 
of Information/Publications of the Center 
for Economic Development Research
I.  Background.
The International Economic Development Council
(IEDC) is the nation’s largest economic development asso-
ciation, serving thousands of economic development pro-
fessionals worldwide. The IEDC was created in May 2001
when the American Economic Development Council
(AEDC) and the Council for Urban Economic
Development (CUED) voted to merge the two organiza-
tions into one . Education is an important component of
IEDC’s member services. The Council accredits 19 eco-
nomic development courses around the nation. Each
course follows a specified curriculum. The courses are
offered by organizations affiliated with institutions of
higher learning. Courses last for 5 days and are held year
round across the United States. 
Upon successfully completing an economic development
course, participants are eligible to attend the Economic
Development Institute (EDI), also accredited by the IEDC,
which holds courses in Norman, Oklahoma; San Diego,
California; and Indianapolis, Indiana. Graduation from EDI
and associated professional experience qualify candidates to
sit for the Certified Economic Developer (CED) exam. 
II.  The USF Economic Development Course in 2001.
The University of South Florida (USF) conducts one of
the longest-running economic development courses
accredited by the IEDC. The Center for Economic
Development Research (CEDR) offered the USF
Economic Development Course for the 25th consecutive
year from November 4 - 9, 2001. 
The 2001 USF Economic Development Course was held
at the Hilton Garden Inn located in Ybor City, an historic
neighborhood in Tampa, Florida. The Ybor Hilton is with-
in easy walking distance to numerous fine restaurants and
entertainment facilities.
The Course Director was Dr. Kenneth F. Wieand,
Director of CEDR. The Course Coordinator was Nolan
Kimball, Coordinator of Information/Publications for
CEDR. Other personnel involved were Dr. Dennis Colie,
Associate Director of CEDR; Dodson Tong, CEDR’s Data
Manager and Gina Space a CEDR Economist.
Tuition for this year’s program was $700. Course tuition
offset expenses for instruction, course materials, refresh-
ments, two field trips, two dinners and the graduation
luncheon. Three sponsoring organizations, the Florida
Economic Development Council, Progress Energy and the
Florida Association of Counties provided a total of six
scholarships for qualified participants. Each participant
received a course book containing materials for the instruc-
tion modules submitted by the faculty. Additionally, a
group photo was taken of all the course participants.
CEDR’s website http://cedr.coba.usf.edu contains all of the
course information including the course registration form.
The 2001 USF Economic Development Course was
structured on the required core topics established by the
IEDC Education Committee. Topics covered were:
Marketing
Perspectives on Economic Development
Community Development
Corporate Site Selection
FEDC Deal of the Year 
Business Retention and Expansion
Financing Economic Development Projects
Entrepreneurship and Small Business Creation
Rural Issues in Economic Development
Perspectives on Environmental Issues
Building and Effective EDO
Workforce Development
Analyzing the Geography of your Product
International Trade and Development
Analytical Tools for Economic Development
Strategic Planning in Economic Development
Continued on page 20
45 to 54 cohort is the fastest growing over twenty years.
But an examination by decade shows the ages of the pop-
ulation influx shifts. In the 1980s, the 45 to 54 and the 55
to 64 cohorts dominated growth. However from 1990 to
2000, growth is spread throughout the cohorts, indicating
the influx is most likely families, since the cohorts of
young children posted high gains. 
The typical resident of southeast Pasco has certainly
changed over the past twenty years. The notion that the
population has grown as a result of retirees and the eld-
erly is plainly false. Families and working-age people
have moved into the area in great numbers. As a result,
population growth has brought more diversity in age
ranges. If population trends continue, the future popula-
tion distribution in southeast Pasco will look much more
like the national average. And southeast Pasco will be
associated more with those characteristics common to the
suburban neighborhoods of Tampa.
1 US Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population, Table 194;
US Census Bureau, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, PL
94-171 Data; and US Census Bureau, 2000 Census of
Population and Housing, SF 1 100% Data.
Demographic Changes in Southeast Pasco County
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Class activities were supplemented by a case study.
Field trips highlighted urban redevelopment and environ-
mental issues in development. Of the twenty-eight course
instructors, six hold the CED designation. Three of the fac-
ulty members are from academia, two from government
and seventeen from the private sector. Thirty-four students
from nine states participated in the 2001 course. Forty-four
percent worked in economic development organizations,
38% worked for city governments, 9% worked in state
development agencies, 6% were employed by utilities and
3% represented workforce development boards. 
IEDC accredited economic development courses are
intended to be rigorous and extensive learning experi-
ences. Attendance is strictly enforced. Each student was
asked to rate the faculty on their presentation as well as
evaluate other aspects of the Course. On a scale of 1 to 10
with 1 as unacceptable and 10 as outstanding, the average
rating for instructors was 8.752 and the average rating for
the course was 8.594.
The 2002 USF Economic Development Course will be
held November 3 - 8, 2002. The course site will be deter-
mined by spring 2002.
The Relocation of Brooksville Regional Hospital
By Alex A. McPherson, Economist 
with the Center for Economic Development Research
A study recently completed by CEDR analyzed the demo-
graphic and economic effect of the potential relocation of
the Brooksville Regional Hospital. There is a proposal to
relocate the hospital to new facilities to be constructed at a
campus approximately 3 miles west of the existing hospital.
Demographic effects were analyzed using Census 2000 data
to determine the number of residents affected in two ways:
those who would be farther from the proposed location, and
the difference in number of people within a 3-mile radius of
either the existing or proposed sites. The economic impact
of construction and other capital expenditures to relocate
the hospital to the new campus was analyzed for its contri-
bution to the Hernando County economy. CEDR examined
the quantifiable economic effects of these investments,
which are measurable in terms of employment, personal
income, and output.
Concerns have been raised about travel time and distance to
the proposed site in emergency situations. If the hospital
moves to a new site west of the existing location, the distance
midpoint between Brooksville Regional Hospital and the
closest hospital to the east, Dade City Hospital, will shift.
Using ArcView GIS measurement techniques, the shift in this
distance midpoint was determined, resulting in a 15 square-
mile wedge in southeast Hernando County which will effec-
tively be farther from the new site than the existing site. The
population within this wedge, based on Census 2000 data, is
1,265 Hernando County residents who would be farther from
the proposed location than the existing location.
The proposed hospital relocation will affect other
Hernando County residents. One major reason for seeking
the relocation is to allow more of the Hernando County pop-
ulation to be closer to the hospital. Population figures were
analyzed within a 3-mile radius of each of the Brooksville
Regional Hospital sites (existing and proposed) and the
closest hospital to the west, Oak Hill Hospital. Again, using
ArcView GIS measurement techniques, together with CACI
Demographic Data and Census 2000 Information, the net
number of residents affected by the shift was determined.
Westward relocation of the hospital by approximately 3
miles would provide closer access to Brooksville Regional
Hospital for a net population of 5,428 Hernando County
residents within a 3-mile radius of the new location.
From an economic perspective, relocation of the hospital to
a new site will require major construction expenditures, esti-
mated at $30 million for the hospital and another $3 million
for a medical office complex. Capital investment for furnish-
ings and equipment are estimated at $2 million for furnishings
and $5 million for equipment. Timing of these expenditures
has been presumed to occur in the years 2002, 2003, and 2004.
CEDR used the Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI)
software and databases to estimate the effects of these expen-
ditures to the Hernando County economy. All monetary fig-
ures are presented in year 2000 dollars.
The effects of these expenditures may be measured in
terms of output, employment, and personal income. Over
the 3-year period of construction, CEDR estimates that
$17.068 million of the $40 million in direct expenditures
will be spent in Hernando County. Due to the multiplier
effect, another $9.323 million will be spent in Hernando
County, for a total of $26.391 million in increased output
expected to occur in Hernando County. Therefore, the eco-
nomic impact on Hernando County of the proposed con-
struction is $26.391 million between 2002 and 2004. The
local construction industry will benefit the most, with an
increase of $21.874 million in economic activity. During
the construction phase, employment in Hernando County
is estimated to temporarily increase by 79 jobs in 2002,
149 jobs in 2003, and 67 jobs in 2004. Most of the gains
in jobs will be in the construction industry. Also, due to the
proposed expenditures, it is estimated that an aggregate
increase of $7 million in personal income for residents of
Hernando County will occur between 2002 and 2004.
The full text, data, maps, and tables of the report can be
found online at the CEDR website, under “Recent Projects”
(http://www.coba.usf.edu/centers/cedr/projects.htm).
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Update on CEDR’s Data Center
By Dodson Tong, Data Manager with Center 
for Economic Development Research
CEDR’s on-line Data Center has just added another
database to its web site. This data contains the number of
business establishments located within a postal ZIP code
area throughout Florida. The database also reports the
number of employees by industry. The database can be
accessed at http://cedr.coba.usf.edu and “Query CEDR
Databases.” The Regional and State database section now
includes a folder named “ZBP” which enables the user to
access this type of data. 
CEDR also has ZIP code business pattern data for 1997
and 1998. For each year, drop-down menus allow the
researcher to specify a ZIP code area by name (ordered
alphabetically) or by ZIP code (ordered numerically).
Additionally, the researcher can specify a ZIP code and a
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code for the 1997
data. The 1998 data is organized by North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes; therefore,
for this year, the researcher may specify a ZIP code and a
NAICS code. 
In the 1997 data, Industrial Divisions are identified by
SIC codes ending in - -. For example, 52 - - is the code for
the Retail Trade Division, which includes all 4-digit SIC
codes between 5200 and 5999. Industrial Divisions are
“headers” for the SIC codes that follow. The headers con-
tain no data themselves. Industry descriptions accompa-
nied by an asterisk represent partially classified establish-
ments. For example, SIC 5600* represents retail apparel
and accessory stores that could not be classified into a 4-
digit SIC category. In a response to a query, the number of
“Query results” indicates the total number of industries (4-
digit SIC codes) located in the specified postal ZIP code
area. The query results will be zero if there are no estab-
lishments with the specified SIC code located in the ZIP
code area. Otherwise the query returns the number of 4-
digit SIC’s with business establishments in the ZIP code.
In the 1998 data, NAICS sectors, representing general
categories of economic activities, are identified by NAICS
codes ending in - -. For example, 52 - - is the code for the
Finance & Insurance sector, which includes all 6-digit
NAICS codes between 521110 and 525990. These NAICS
sectors are “headers” for the NAICS codes that follow and
contain no data themselves. In response to a query, the
number of “Query results” indicates the total number of
establishments by 6-digit NAICS codes that are located in
the specified postal ZIP code area. The query results will
be zero if there are no establishments with the specified
NAICS code located in the ZIP code area. Otherwise the
query returns the number of specified NAICS with busi-
ness establishments in the ZIP code.
Most economic activity is covered by this data set.
However, data are excluded for self-employed persons,
domestic service workers, railroad employees, farm
workers, most government employees, maritime workers
on ocean-going vessels, and persons working outside the
U.S. ZIP code Business Patterns data items are extracted
from the Standard Statistical Establishments List, a file of
all known single and multi-establishment firms. The List is
maintained and updated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
CEDR has developed and provided ZIP code maps for
each of Florida’s Counties that will help the researcher
identify and define a local area of interest. ZIP Code
Business Patterns maps are now available for 1997 and
1998, which are a graphical representation of the data. In
conjunction to this ZIP Code Business Patterns data, maps
for 1999 ZIP code boundaries are also made available. 
In addition to the ZIP code business patterns data, the
Regional and State database section continues to make
available the following:
➢ Cost of Living. This data set provides relative costs
of living for Florida’s 67 counties and is released
annually by the Florida Department of Education.
The average cost of living in a given year (1993 to
2000) among Florida’s 67 counties is set at 100% and
then each Florida county’s relative cost of living is
expressed relative to 100%.
➢ Education Indicators. The indicators in the data set
are graduation rates, drop out rates, SAT scores, aver-
age class size, and per pupil expenditures for
Florida’s public high schools. The Florida
Department of Education distributes the data. CEDR
presents the data organized by county and covering
four academic years beginning with 1996-1997.
➢ ES202. This data set is a Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) sponsored collection of job and wage data
from all employers participating in Florida’s unem-
ployment insurance program. It is organized by 1-
digit level Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes (and totals for all SIC codes), and describes the
number of units (i.e. an establishment designated as a
single reporting unit for the unemployment insurance
system). The number of covered employees, total
wages of those employees, and average wages. The
data set is partitioned for each Florida County and
provides monthly data (by quarter) from first quarter
1988 to first quarter 2001. A version with annual data
from 1988 to 2000 is also available.
➢ Gross Sales. This data series is provided by the
Florida Department of Revenue and is intended as a
measure of economic activity. Gross sales are the
sum of taxable and non-taxable sales as reported by
businesses to the Florida Department of Revenue.
The Florida Department of Revenue reports gross
sales and taxable sales to CEDR by “kind” code. In
order to protect the confidentiality of businesses
reporting to the Florida Department of Revenue,
Continued on page 22
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CEDR has aggregated certain kind codes and con-
verted the aggregations to categories. The data set is
partitioned by Florida Counties and provides
monthly data beginning with 1994.
➢ Housing Permits. This data set of construction
authorized by building permits is distributed by the
Manufacturing and Construction Division, Bureau of
the Census.   The data set is primarily based on reports
submitted to the Bureau by local building permit offi-
cials in response to a mail survey, although some data
may be generated by Census Bureau interviewers or
imputed from past data. The data on CEDR’s web site
is organized by state, by county, and by Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) for each month of a year from
January 1996 to November 2001. The data describe
the number of units and aggregate value for which
building permits have been issued by single-family, 2-
family, 3&4-family, and 5-family units. 
➢ Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS). This
labor force data set is prepared monthly by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS) and describes labor force par-
ticipation, employment, unemployment, and unem-
ployment rate by county of residence. (Data is also
included by Florida MSA.) The self-employed are
counted as employed persons in the LAUS data. The
LAUS estimates are based on a combination of data
from the Current Population Survey (CPS), unemploy-
ment insurance claim data, the Current Employment
Statistics (CES) survey of establishments, and ES-202
data. Statewide and Florida counties’ data are available.
The data can be displayed by month from January 1990
to December 2001. Annual averages are also available.
➢ Personal Income, per Capita Personal Income, and
Population - These three data sets are organized by
county, or by MSA, per year and are released annually
through the Regional Economic Information System
(REIS) of the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).
The data is based on place of employment and reflect
annual averages. In producing REIS, BEA makes use
of data that are byproducts of the administration of var-
ious federal and state programs, including unemploy-
ment insurance, Social Security, federal income taxes,
veterans benefits, and military payroll. Hence, the
REIS data series, which includes farming and non-
farming, military and civilian, proprietorships (i.e.
self-employment) and wage and salary employment,
are more comprehensive than ES202. ES202 data cov-
ers non-farming and salary employment only. BEA
defines Personal Income as the current income
received by persons from all sources (including invest-
ment income and transfer payments) minus their per-
sonal contributions for social insurance. Personal
income includes both monetary income (including
non-paycheck income such as employer contributions
to pensions) and non-monetary income (such as food
stamps and net rental value to owner-occupants of their
homes). The REIS county and MSA data are issued
about 16 months after the year in which the observa-
tions were made. Currently CEDR’s data center has
this information from 1969 to 1999.
CEDR has also recently received from the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (U.S. Dept. of Commerce) State
Personal Income, 1929 - 2000. There are tables with annu-
al measures for each of the states of the U.S. -
➢ Personal income by major source and earning by
industry,
➢Wage and salary disbursements by industry,
➢ Total full-time and part-time salary employment by
industry,
➢ State economic profiles,
➢ Transfer payments,
➢ Farm income and expenses, and
➢ Personal tax and non-tax payments.
Although the State Personal Income, 1929 - 2000 tables
are not available on line, you can go to CEDR’s home page
and click on “Request Data from CEDR” to e-mail your
individualized data need request.
Other items that can be found at CEDR’s web site are
reports of recent studies and publications as well as
links to other sites containing data of interest for eco-
nomic developers.
CEDR’s on-line data center continues to garner wide
interest. In 2001, annual web hits more than doubled, reach-
ing 109,505 (excluding CEDR staff hits) and averaging a
monthly count of 9,125. During the most recent period,
users remained at the site for an average of 19.1 minutes per
visit. Check CEDR’s web site at http://cedr.coba.usf.edu for
new projects and continuous updated data sources.
Census 2000 Data Release Schedule
By Dodson Tong, Data Manager of the Center 
for Economic Development Research
The Census 2000 has been releasing products at an
alarming pace every since data collection efforts ended
on the Census deadline date of April 1, 2000.
Beginning in March 7, 2001, the release of the first
100-Percent Data Products was Census 2000
Redistricting Data Summary File for the states. Block,
tract, and voting district maps, including population
counts for small areas have also been released. From
May 15, 2001, accompanying selected demographic
and racial characteristic data have been published. 
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Census 2000 data also provides new geographic counts at
the smallest geographic level called blocks (a block repre-
sents about 100 people), and block groups. Maps of these
blocks will show census tracts (a tract contains about 4000
people), which includes townships, counties, incorporated
places, and American Indian locations), and voting district
maps will show outlines of the voting districts with both
precincts and wards. The population series report total pop-
ulation, populations by 18 years of age and over, and pop-
ulation broken down by 63 race categories from the 6 sin-
gle-races including “other” and 57 multi race options that
were given for people that choose more than one race.
Federal, state and local organizations use census data to
determine eligibility to qualify for a particular or multiple
federal assistance programs. According to the U.S.
General Accounting Office’s publication “Using Census
Data for Funds Allocations, Letter Report to Congress, B-
280035 (May 29,1998)”, there are currently about 100
federal programs that include the use of employment pop-
ulation data in determining the distribution of federal
funds. Eligibility criteria usually are tied to measures of
household or family income and economic conditions of
particular geographic areas. Census data are also utilized
to define metropolitan statistical areas (MSA). 
Population data and derived data products are also
used to formulate the distribution of federal funds.
Formulas may include aggregate population data of a
state, MSA, county, city, or zip code, as well as the pop-
ulation data for a political subdivision. Formulas may
incorporate the number of people over or under a partic-
ular age, or indirectly, per capita income or expenditures.
The most important use of census population data is for
political redistricting. By law, the Census Bureau has to
provide population information within one year of the cen-
sus-day in order for the states to redraw voting and repre-
sentation districts. Congressional and legislative bound-
aries will be defined by each state thereafter. 
City block, census tract, and voting district maps have
been made available as PDF files on the Census web site
since May 2001. See the list below for a time line on dates
of future Census 2000 Data Products for the next couple of
years, along with the lowest level of geography for which
they are made available in each release.
Contact CEDR at 905-5853 or email cedr@coba.usf.edu
for data availability as well as for any customized project
needs in using Census 2000 data. All Census 2000 reports
are also available on the Census web site: www.census.gov.
Beginning Date 100 % Data Products Lowest Level of Geography
Apr. 1, 2000 Census 2000 survey deadline was due
Apr. 1, 2001 Census Bureau to provide redistricting data to the states
Mar. 7, 2001 Census 2000 Redistricting Data Summary File Blocks
May 15, 2001 Demographic Profile Places
May 15, 2001 Congressional District Demographic Profile Congressional Districts of the 106th Congress
May 31, 2001 Census 2000 Housing Unit Counts Places
June 27, 2001 Race and Hispanic or Latino Summary file Places
June 13, 2001 Summary File 1 (SF 1) - States Blocks, Census Tract
Nov. 16, 2001 Summary File 1 (SF 1) - Advance national Blocks, Census Tract
May 2002 Summary File 1 (SF 1) - Final national Blocks, Census Tract
Dec. 2001 Summary File 2 (SF 2) - States Census Tracts
Mar. 2002 Summary File 2 (SF 2) - Advance national Census Tracts
June 2002 Summary File 2 (SF 2) - Final national Census Tracts
Mar. 7, 2001 Quick Tables - States Census Tracts
Nov. 16, 2001 Quick Tables - National Census Tracts
Mar. 7, 2001 Geographic Comparison Tables - States Census Tracts
Nov. 16, 2001 Geographic Comparison Tables - National Census Tracts
Apr. 2002 Advance Query Function User defined down to block groups
May 2002 Summary Population and Housing Characteristics (PHC - 1) Places
2003 Population and Housing Unit Totals (PHC - 3) Places
Beginning Date Sample Data Products Lowest Level of Geography 
Mar 2002 Demographic Profile Places
Mar 2002 Congressional District Demographic Profile Congressional Districts of the 106th Congress
Jun 2002 Summary File 3 (SF 3) Census Tracts, Block groups
Oct 2002 Summary File 4 (SF 4) Census Tracts
June 2002 Quick Tables Census Tracts
July 2002 Geographic Comparison Tables Census Tracts
2002 Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) Files - 1% sample Super PUMAs of 400,000+
2003 Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) Files - 5% sample Super PUMAs of 100,000+
Jan 2003 Advanced Query Function User defined down to Census Tracts
2003 Summary Social, Economic, and Housing Characteristics (PHC - 2) Places
2003 Congressional District Data Summary File Census Tracts within Congressional Districts
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Population Growth in Florida Counties During the
1990s; Regional Amenities and Business Climate
400,000 or more. These large urban counties experienced
most of the state’s new population growth. The 11 counties
were home to 10.4 million persons in 2000. During the
decade, they grew by 1.84 million residents. In other words,
these counties housed 65 % of Florida’s population and expe-
rienced 61% of the new growth from 1990. The next tier of
counties with populations of between 100,000 and 400,000
were home to 28% of residents in 2000 and welcomed 35% of
new arrivals during the decade. The least populous counties-
those with under 100,000 population, were home to 6.7% of
the state’s population in 2000 and experienced 8% of its new
population growth. The largest counties continued to experi-
ence the greatest absolute growth, while small and medium
sized counties gathered increased shares of population growth.
Table 1
Florida Counties: Total Population in 2000
                       Population                             
   2000 Total % of State Change % of State
 1990-2000
Total Florida 15,982,378 3,044,452
Cities w/population of
  400,000 plus 10,400,000 66% 1,840,000 61%
  100,000-400,000 4,468,345 28% 977,474 32%
  Under 100,000 1,066,431 6% 221,836 7%
  Under 20,000 186,513 1.20% 34,104 1.10%
Table 1 indicates that small and medium-sized counties
experienced higher growth rates than the larger counties.
This is true: The population growth rate for counties of
400,000 population and over was 17.7% vs. a 21.5% growth
rate for counties between 100,000 and 400,000 population.
Population in counties under 20,000 grew by 18.3%.
For information on population for each county, see Table
A1 on CEDR’s web site. Table A1 reports total population
in 2000, the absolute change in population during 1990-
2000, the percent change from 1990-2000 and each county’s
ranking in the state, from 1 to 67. 
The Elderly Population in Florida Counties
Historically, retired persons come to Florida for the
same reasons that tourists visit the state. Warm winters,
affordable housing and sandy beaches act as a magnet for
tourists and retirees. And, increases in the numbers of both
retirees and tourists create demand for new workers in
Florida’s service sector. Retirees, and the service workers
who come to supply their needs as well as to staff tourist
businesses, are a major source of population growth. Thus,
retirees increase population directly and indirectly through
the service sector jobs required to supply their needs.
Regional Retirees & Labor Force Growth:
Amenities Tourists Trade and Services➮ ➮
By Dr. Kenneth Wieand, Director of the Center 
for Economic Development Research 
Introduction.
Rapid growth in Florida’s population during the 1990s
was fuelled by the in-migration of two groups. The first
group consists of working age persons seeking to fill posi-
tions created by the state’s expanding businesses, and their
dependents. The second group is older persons moving to
Florida to enjoy their retirement years. The motivations of
the two groups are different. The first group is attracted by
the state’s positive business climate. The second group,
retirees, is attracted by the state’s amenities. But, the arrival
of retirees impacts job growth and the arrivals of new work-
ers have implications for Florida’s retired population. 
This article describes the growth of these two groups of peo-
ple in the sixty-seven counties of Florida from 1990 to 2000.
We examine the impacts on Florida’s workforce and employ-
ment during the decade in terms of labor force growth and
labor force participation and in terms of employment by
industry division. Differences in county economies lead to dif-
ferences in population growth across the sixty-seven counties. 
In this article we refer to Tables A1, A2, A3, and
A4.  These four tables are not reproduced in this arti-
cle due to their excessive size. To view them, visit
CEDR’s web site at: http://cedr.coba.usf.edu and
click on “Recent Projects,” then select “The Tampa
Bay Economy” link, volume 3 #1, to access tables
A1 - A4.  View the performance of your county and
compare it to Florida’s other 66 counties. If you do
not have Internet access but wish to see these tables,
call us at 813-905-5854, or write us at:
CEDR, USF Downtown Center 
1101 Channelside Drive, 2nd Floor North
Tampa, Florida, 33602
There are large variations across Florida counties in
employment, labor force participation, industry struc-
ture, and the percent of retired persons. The experiences
of sparsely populated counties and of densely populated
counties have been different in terms of total population,
the over 65 population, and in terms of labor force and
employment. Rural counties, many located in the interi-
or of the state and in Florida’s panhandle, have experi-
enced smaller absolute population growth than have
Orlando and the large metropolitan areas located on
Florida’s Atlantic and Gulf coasts. The article documents
the differences in low and high population counties.
Population Growth in Florida Counties
Total Population in Florida Counties
Table 1 summarizes Florida’s population growth from 1990
to 2000. The 11 largest counties in Florida have populations of
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Retired persons tend to live in the urban
counties on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts.
Note, however, that the major metropolitan
counties, (Dade, Broward, Hillsborough,
Duval, and Orange) have fewer retirees as a
percent of county population. This is because
retired persons comprise a larger fraction of
the populations of smaller coastal metropoli-
tan areas where real estate prices and living
costs are lower.
Percentages of the elderly are also lower in
the primarily rural counties in north Florida
and in south central Florida counties.
However, some counties in the interior of the
state such as Marion, Lake and Highlands
counties have proven to be magnets to retirees.
Figure 1 reports the distribution of the elderly
as a percentage of county population for
Florida counties.
Certain patterns emerge. The patterns
observed in Figure 1 are underscored in Figure
2, which reports changes in percent elderly from
1990 to 2000. Note that urbanized Pinellas and
Palm Beach counties have larger than average
elderly percentages, but experienced rapid
declines in the percent of elderly during the
decade. Observe also that the counties in the
western panhandle, that have below average eld-
erly population, experienced rapid growth in
retirees during the 1990s. Rapidly growing
retirement regions are southwest Florida, central
Florida, and the western panhandle.
The distribution of Florida’s over 65-popula-
tion by county population size differs from the
distribution of total population. Table 2 reports
elderly population in 2000 and its growth from
1990. The largest counties have a slightly lower
proportion of the state’s elderly-to-total popula-
tion. Counties with 100,000 to 400,000 resi-
dents compensate for the lower percent in the
large counties with 4% greater elderly than total
state population. Examining the change in elder-
ly persons during the past decade, one finds
more dramatic inter-county differences. The
large counties reported 197.237 additional eld-
erly, 45.4% of the total increase. Mid-sized
counties, however, grew by nearly the same
amount, adding 44.8% of the new elders to their
populations. Percentage elderly population
growth in under 100,000 population counties
was nearly equal to that cohort’s percent of
Florida population in 2000. Table A2 reports
over-65 population for all Florida counties and
each county’s rank from 1 to 67.
Those mid-sized counties (population 100,000-
400,000) that experienced the largest elderly popu-
lation growth were located in Florida’s coastal
areas and in mid-Florida counties surrounding Continued on page 26
Figure 1
Figure 2
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Orlando. The growth of the elderly population within the
22 mid-sized counties in 2000 was itself unequal. The six
counties with the largest growth accounted for 49% of the
182,516 new residents over-65, and the six counties with
the smallest growth accounted for only 12.5% of the
increase. Table 3 summarizes population growth and the
growth of the elderly population in Florida’s mid-sized
counties during the past decade.
As measured by the over-65 population, there is no evi-
dence that the state as a whole became “grayer” during the
decade. Within the state, the percent of population 65 and
older rose in some counties and declined in others. The
majority of population growth came about as a result of in-
migration, as people from the rest of the U.S. and the rest
of the world moved to Florida to gain employment. 
While Florida may deserve its reputation as a retirement
haven, under 65 migrants to the state in the 1990s grew at
a faster rate than the over 65 population. This caused the
fraction of Florida residents who are 65 years or more of
age to decline during the decade of the 1990s. Statewide,
decennial population census figures indicate that popula-
tion increased from 12.94 million to 15.98 million, by
about 3 million-23.4%. The over 65 population increased
from 2,373,227 to 2,807,597 persons, 434,370 thousand-an
increase of 18.3%. As these figures make clear, Florida’s
elderly population grew at a slower pace than total popula-
tion during the 1990s. As a result, the fraction of elderly
persons declined statewide by 4.2% during the decade.
Workforce and Employment in Florida Counties:
1990-2000
Florida excelled in new business growth during the
1990s due to its positive business climate, as reflected in
its low wages and cost of living. The cost of living in
major metropolitan areas of the state remains below living
costs in many other metropolitan areas of the country.
Lower living costs allow firms to pay lower money wages
and at the same time remain competitive in the search for
new workers. The advantage of low wages gives business
the incentive to create new jobs. The first link in the state’s
business-climate-employment-growth machine therefore
connects the business climate with the creation of new job
opportunities by the state’s businesses.
Business Employment
Climate Opportunities
Potential employees are attracted to the new jobs
because lower living costs offset lower wages. As
workers have flocked from other regions of the U.S.
and from around the globe to fill the jobs created by
Florida’s businesses, their arrival has sustained a rising
pool of available labor that firms have utilized to
increase employment. The second link in the employ-
ment chain has been the simultaneous increase in the
supply of labor and its employment in Florida’s grow-
ing business sector.
Workforce Growth
Business Employment
Climate Opportunities
Employment Growth
Florida’s economy mirrored the strong national U.S.
economy during most of the 1990s. Over the latter part of
the decade unemployment rates declined state-wide, and
employment became a larger fraction of the total work-
force. However, the behavior of employment and work-
force participation was not the same throughout the state.
In particular, the experience was different in small coun-
ties than in the state’s more urbanized areas.
Labor Force in Florida Counties
In 2000, 7.49 million of Florida’s 15.98 million resi-
dents were in the labor force. To be in the labor force an
individual has to be either 1) employed or 2) actively
seeking employment. Florida’s labor force grew by
1,022,507 persons during the decade, an increase of
13.6%. Labor force growth was different in the small and
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large population counties of the state, however. Table 4
reports labor force by population size of counties.
Table 6
             Labor Force Participation in Metro Areas over 1,000,000 Population
Metropolitan Statistical Area Labor Force Participation Rates (%)
1990 2000
Orlando 55.9 54.6
Tampa St. Petersburg Clearwater 49.2 51.5
Jacksonville 52.0 50.8
Ft. Lauderdale PMSA 52.9 48.0
Miami PMSA 52.9 46.8
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton 49.4 45.8
The results of Table 4 are comparable to those of
Table 1. The growth in labor force in counties of
100,000 to 400,000 is even greater as a percentage of
the total than their percentage of growth in population.
Counties of under 100,000, on the other hand, have
labor forces that are growing only one-half as rapidly
as the 8% increase in population. Given that only part
of this discrepancy is explained by an increase in the
percent of over-65 persons (22.9% of total growth vs.
15.5% of the state’s population growth in 2000), labor
force participation is declining in Florida’s non-metro-
politan counties.
Workforce Participation in Florida Counties
The labor force participation rate is the percent of the
population that is active in the labor force. Forty-seven
percent of Florida residents were actively engaged in the
labor force during 2000, either as employees or as job
seekers. Labor force participation rates varied among
Florida counties from a high of 60% in Seminole County
to a low of 25% in Union County. 
Although there is significant variation within popula-
tion groups, labor force participation tends to be high-
er in more populous counties. If we classify all coun-
ties in Florida as metropolitan or non-metropolitan, all
counties that had 120,000 residents or more in 2000
either constituted or were part of a metropolitan statis-
tical area (MSA). Santa Rosa County (population
117,743), Nassau County (population 57,663) and
Gadsden County (population 45,087) are also parts of
the MSA. (The composition of metropolitan areas is
determined by commuting patterns.) This dichotomy
suggests that one may view 100,000 population as an
approximate dividing line between metropolitan and
non-metropolitan counties.
Table 5 reports participation rates in 2000 and the
change in participation rates from 1990-2000 by popu-
lation size. Table 5 reveals a steady decline in labor
force participation rates as county population declines.
Participation rates are higher in metropolitan areas
than in non-metro areas. They are significantly lower
in rural counties with less than 20,000 population.
Chart 1
Age and Labor Force: Counties over 100,000
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Table 5 indicates that labor force participation declined
in most counties during the 1990s. Moreover, labor force
participation has fallen more rapidly in non-metropolitan
counties. The average labor force participation rate for
counties with less than 20,000 population was under 35%
in 2000 and represented a 7.2% drop from 1990. 
Significant differences in labor force participation exist
between Florida’s MSAs. Most MSAs experienced
declines in participation rates during the 1990s. An excep-
tion was the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater metropoli-
tan area. Table 6 reports labor force participation rates for
Florida’s MSAs with over 1,000,000 population.
Some of the disparity in labor force participation rates in
larger counties is related to the percent of population over
65. This population cohort has lower than average work-
force participation rates. Chart 1 reveals a negative rela-
tionship between the over 65 population and labor force
participation in counties of 100,000 persons and over.
Continued on page 28
Table 4
Labor Force in 2000 and Change from 1990
Labor Force
  Total % of State Change Change
 Year 2000 1990-2000 % of State
Total Florida 7,490,303 1,022,307
400,000 plus 5,052,672 67.5 593,870 58.1
100,000-400,000 2,202,997 27.0 387,390 37.9
Under 100,000 414,644 5.5 41,247 4.0
Under 20,000 63,093 0.8 -1,117         -
Continued on page 30
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The data also dispel any thoughts that low labor force
participation in rural counties is due to a concentration of
retired persons in those counties. The negative relationship
between age and labor force participation observed in
counties with over 100,000 persons does not hold in coun-
ties of less than 100,000. The percent of elderly in the
smaller counties is smaller-generally between 5% and
20%. The percent of elderly varies less across rural coun-
ties than it does in urban counties. Table A3 reports work-
force, workforce growth, and workforce participation, and
the ranking by county, for each of Florida’s 67 counties.
Employment in Florida Counties
Employment growth in Florida continues to exceed
national employment growth. Payroll employment
statewide grew 1,526,703, from 5,352,571 to 6,879,274.
The increase represents 28.5% growth over the decade.
But employment growth was not spread out evenly over
the state. Table 7 summarizes payroll employment by
county population for 2000 and growth from 1990.
Table 8
Payroll Employment: Percent Change from 1990
 % Change in Employment
 1990 to 2000
         
Florida Total 27.5%
Counties in 1990 w/population of:
  250,000 plus 27.6%
  100,000-250,000 29.0%
  Under 100,000 21.2%
  Under 20,000 14.3%
Population Growth in Florida Counties During the 1990s; 
Regional Amenities and Business Climate
Continued from page 27
Table 7
                Payroll Employment in 2000 and Change from 1990
                    Employment
2000 Total  Percent of   Change Percent of
   State 1990-2000 State
Florida Total 6,823,494 1,470,923
Cities w/Population of:
  400,000 plus 4,895,665 71.6 1,022,894 69.5
  100,000-250,000 1,629,991 23.9 395,801 26.9
  Under 100,000 297,838 4.4 52,228 3.6
  Under 20,000 44,430 0.7 3,416 0.2
Source:  US Census of Population 2000 and State of Florida ES 202 Program
Table 7 shows that over four-fifths of Florida
employment occurs within the 18 counties that have
250,000 or more residents. The table also reports that,
from 1990 to 2000, non-metropolitan counties with
fewer than 100,000 residents produced only 3.6% of
new jobs. New jobs generated as a percent of total jobs
was below the share of state employment held by these
counties in 1990. The fact that employment in non-
metropolitan counties was only 4.4% of the state total,
labor force was 5.4% of the state total, and population
was 6% of the state total underscores the relative weak-
ness of labor markets in less populous counties. The
ten-year trend indicates that this weakness is becoming
more pronounced-population grew by 8% in the small-
er counties but employment only by 3.6%, from 1990
to 2000.
Table 8 reports the percentage growth in employment
from 1990 to 2000 by county population size. Table 8
fails to reveal significant variation in employment
growth within each group of counties. 
Among the large counties in the state, Miami-Dade
County experienced the slowest employment growth,
13%, over the decade. Orange County grew fastest,
adding jobs at close to a 53% rate. Counties with under
100,000 in 1990 grew somewhat more slowly than the
state average. As is the case for population and labor
force, smaller counties experienced much slower
employment growth than did larger counties. The 13%
10-year growth rate in counties that had fewer than
20,000 residents in 2000 was only one-half of the
statewide average. Table A4 reports payroll employ-
ment in 2000 by industry division (1-digit standard
industrial classification) for every county in Florida.
Table 9 ranks each county by percent growth employ-
ment in each 1-digit industry division. The five coun-
ties having the largest number of industries ranked
high by employment growth are Wakulla, St. Lucie,
Santa Rosa, Flagler, and Seminole.
(See Table 9 on page 29)
Shift in the Share 
of County Employment
Many of the differences in growth rates in employ-
ment by county population size appear to stem from
different business climates in the large and small coun-
ties of Florida. Business climate, by extension,
explains differences in labor force and population
growth as well. A county’s business climate determines
the growth and composition of business activity and
employment within the county. An overview of the
sources of employment growth in a county can be
gained with analysis of the shift in the county’s share
of total national employment. So-called shift-share
analysis first computes the number of employees in a
county that exceed or fall short of employment changes
at the national level. 
This total “shift in share” is then divided into growth
that stems from across-the-board employment changes
in a county vs. the nation, and the part of employment
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Table 9
County Rankings in Each of 10 Industries:  Ranked by Percent Growth
       of Employment in Each Industry Between 1990 and 2000
County Population Agriculture  Mining and    Primary  Secondary Trans Comm     Trade     FIRE   Personal   Bus. Govt.
   Rank Constr. Manuf. Manuf.    Utilities   Svcs.   Svcs.
 Alachua 28 20 52 17 22 18 38 19 25 54 33
 Baker 53 65 4 33 32 52 9 9 14 64 40
 Bay 45 5 22 44 37 45 44 21 59 22 65
 Bradford 65 60 7 59 2 13 61 55 50 34 63
 Brevard 23 31 38 21 51 41 45 38 45 56 62
 Broward 9 25 42 27 48 24 32 28 41 28 34
 Calhoun 54 4 20 54 50 67 20 7 1 40 1
 Charlotte 34 23 57 14 19 51 24 61 7 26 31
 Citrus 43 13 41 12 7 56 41 44 32 23 51
 Clay 36 28 56 19 20 47 25 41 3 13 24
 Collier 4 62 15 9 26 22 10 29 23 4 15
 Columbia 42 7 23 39 8 14 35 40 39 32 8
 DeSoto 27 6 49 1 64 61 56 51 58 66 50
 Dixie 66 58 16 22 24 6 67 59 49 55 60
 Duval 14 21 47 37 21 26 39 17 34 38 64
 Escambia 33 8 28 46 52 43 49 42 29 41 67
 Flagler 44 17 18 8 31 30 3 64 15 1 14
 Franklin 58 3 5 23 4 36 6 3 62 58 53
 Gadsden 25 39 46 29 10 49 31 60 64 65 66
 Gilchrist 52 34 26 4 33 65 15 45 8 9 36
 Glades 51 46 45 67 65 62 42 5 10 2 43
 Gulf 63 67 67 66 38 66 17 13 60 17 3
 Hamilton 64 66 27 56 55 5 62 56 66 63 11
 Hardee 20 56 19 55 46 48 66 23 48 61 7
 Hendry 8 22 66 10 5 15 8 57 22 49 46
 Hernando 39 33 33 5 29 44 5 33 24 30 22
 Highlands 11 30 62 3 59 55 60 66 12 46 57
 Hillsborough 5 41 37 34 41 29 50 14 16 31 38
 Holmes 62 53 6 62 61 12 47 63 36 42 30
 Indian River 22 51 64 32 12 11 21 50 55 20 52
 Jackson 56 64 32 64 17 42 59 65 54 59 17
 Jefferson 46 59 54 57 15 64 63 31 57 62 21
 Lafayette 49 12 1 65 57 1 1 47 2 3 27
 Lake 16 42 17 41 27 25 13 15 42 7 16
 Lee 13 55 34 40 9 33 26 49 40 24 29
 Leon 29 11 50 36 40 27 43 30 28 29 49
 Levy 38 14 24 50 6 7 14 36 30 21 25
 Liberty 67 10 3 35 66 34 58 20 21 67 23
 Madison 48 40 31 28 54 17 33 37 4 35 47
 Manatee 7 35 10 20 11 38 19 53 5 43 44
 Marion 17 37 30 16 23 9 30 16 44 10 32
 Martin 21 27 43 31 47 39 37 52 18 5 56
 Miami Dade 2 50 60 51 45 32 51 54 51 45 54
 Monroe 47 48 39 49 53 46 36 24 56 33 37
 Nassau 30 16 11 24 62 37 27 26 17 19 59
 Okaloosa 37 2 35 60 58 8 22 10 6 47 61
 Okeechobee 26 44 55 52 60 2 28 58 63 14 13
 Orange 3 45 44 30 44 20 23 22 19 11 35
 Osceola 32 19 36 13 56 16 18 4 52 6 12
 Palm Beach 1 54 40 7 49 40 29 25 20 18 41
 Pasco 18 61 29 53 35 59 46 39 31 37 26
 Pinellas 15 26 53 11 39 21 57 27 11 57 55
 Polk 6 52 58 47 28 28 34 34 37 52 39
 Putnam 35 32 8 43 34 58 40 32 46 51 42
 Santa Rosa 40 24 14 25 16 10 11 11 27 27 18
 Sarasota 19 49 61 26 13 53 48 48 61 25 28
 Seminole 24 15 12 61 18 31 16 12 26 12 9
 St. Johns 31 18 51 48 25 54 52 35 33 39 58
 St. Lucie 10 29 13 18 43 4 12 8 13 15 19
 Sumter 50 57 21 15 3 63 54 18 43 60 5
 Suwannee 41 47 63 2 63 57 55 46 38 48 20
 Taylor 57 9 65 45 30 60 65 62 65 50 6
 Union 59 1 48 63 67 35 64 67 67 53 45
 Volusia 12 36 59 38 36 23 53 43 53 36 48
 Wakulla 60 38 2 42 42 3 4 1 9 8 4
 Walton 55 43 9 58 14 50 2 2 35 16 10
 Washington 61 63 25 6 1 19 7 6 47 44 2
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Continued from page 28
growth that is due to differences in industry structure
in the county and the nation. We will refer to the across
the board growth as the “competitive shift”. The com-
petitive shift reflects the fact that Florida has been
more successful than the nation in creating new jobs in
every industry. We will refer to the shift in share result-
ing from differing industry structures in Florida and
the U.S.-growth based on concentration in high-growth
industries in Florida-as the “industry mix-shift”. The
industry-mix shift reflects the fact that Florida’s
employment structure is weighted towards the rapidly
growing service and financial sectors and away from
more slow-growing basic industries, such as mining
and primary manufacturing. A brief description of the
equations used to calculate the shift-share amounts is
provided in an appendix to this article.
CEDR’s analysis of county shift in share compares
non-farm payroll employment in Florida with the U.S. Of
Florida’s 1,414,754 non-farm payroll employment
increase, 889,989 can be explained by the 17% change in
U.S. non-farm payroll employment. Florida, however,
grew faster than the U.S., adding 524,765 additional
workers. The additional employment was split evenly
between greater across-the-board employment gains gen-
erated by the state’s overall business climate (234,729)
and by the state’s industrial structure being concentrated
in fast growing industries (290,035 new employees). 
Once again, smaller population counties experienced
different growth patterns than did the larger population
counties. Table 10 reports employment changes for
counties with over 100,000 population, most of which
are in MSAs, and for counties with less than 100,000
population, most of which are outside of MSAs. 
Table 10 reports that the positive shift in share of
employment in populous counties, as for the state, is even-
ly split between all-industry growth in excess of the U.S.
average-the competitive shift-and employment growth
resulting from a high proportion of high-growth indus-
tries-the industry-mix shift. The total shift in share is much
smaller in non-metropolitan counties. For counties with
fewer than 20,000 residents, the total shift is actually neg-
ative and appears to result from competitive disadvantages
faced by businesses in the rural counties.
Chart 2 shows the correlation of employment growth in
major industry divisions in the U.S. and in Florida during
the 1990s. The chart trend line, which estimates the quan-
titative nature of the relationship between Florida and U.S.
employment, supports conclusions from the shift-share
approach. The trend line intercept is positive, indicating
that overall, Florida employment outgrew the nation. The
individual industry points show that, in services, Florida
outgrew the nation 51% to 45%. 
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Table 10
Shift-Share Analysis of Florida Counties
                                      Employment Growth
 Total Attributed to     Total Shift Competitive Industry Mix
County Population    Growth U.S. Growth    in Share      Shift      Shift
Over 100,000        1,367,524 853,434 515,100 233,273 281,827
Under 100,000 47,213 37,569 9,644 1,435 8,209
Under 20,000 4,199 6,660 -2,461 -2,431 -30
Analysis of the employment mix of 1-digit SIC industry
divisions by population size of Florida counties reveals
that the employment base in rural counties is heavily
weighted towards mining and construction, primary man-
ufacturing, agriculture, and public enterprises. These
industries are often referred to as “primary activities.”
Chart 3 displays the percentage of primary employment in
a scatter diagram. Chart 3 demonstrates that the proportion
of employment in primary industries declines as the popu-
lation increases. Counties in Florida with more than
500,000 residents do not employ over 10% of their work-
forces in primary production, but the proportion rises to
over 60% in some of the state’s smallest counties.
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The concentration of primary industry employment
explains much of the difference in the industry-mix
shift by county population size. While many primary
industry jobs pay good wages, primary industry
employment grows less rapidly than the national aver-
age. Slow primary industry employment growth is
rooted in several factors. One factor is the tendency to
move some types of primary jobs to low wage coun-
tries. A second factor is the rapid automation in pri-
mary industries. Automation replaces workers with
new machines and production processes. A third factor
is a shift in consumer spending, away from primary
goods and from products produced with primary prod-
ucts as inputs, toward services and finished products
that have smaller primary product components.
The Future of Employment in Florida Counties
Florida demographic trends suggest that the state’s
urban counties can expect continued population growth
in the coming decade. Counties that are “built-out” will
experience rising real estate prices. Higher real estate
costs will generate in-fill development in developed
counties, but total population growth will nevertheless
be small. Smaller population increases in developed
counties does not mean an end to employment growth.
Developed counties will attract employees from sur-
rounding counties. Moreover, retired persons who
move to surrounding counties where cost of living is
lower will be replaced by working age residents. An
example of population replacement during the 1990s
may have been the relocation of older Pinellas County
residents, as the county’s over 65 population fell by
14,205.
Urban counties that retain developable land will
experience more extensive population growth than will
built-out counties. County leadership in rapidly grow-
ing urban counties must carefully manage population
and industry growth.
Counties that have less than 100,000 residents are
experiencing economic difficulties. Their economies
are based upon slow-growing industries. And over time,
population increases have grown faster than workforce.
Workforce in turn has grown faster than employment.
Counties with fewer than 20,000 residents actually
showed declines in their labor forces and nearly zero
employment growth during the decade of the 90’s—a
period of strong economic performance in the nation.
Florida counties that have smaller populations and
are not adjacent to population centers, but that never-
theless wish to increase employment opportunities for
county residents must overcome the hurdles imposed
by a dearth of fast-growing industries. Several strate-
gies have been proposed. 
1. Continue to compete for primary goods producing
firms. This is difficult, because the paucity of new
jobs means fierce competition at home and abroad.
2. Identify service activities that require competitive
wages and that do not require the extensive infra-
structure, suppliers and customers found only in
urban areas. Small call centers may locate in small
cities, given that they can access required employ-
ees. Counties with interstate highway access have
attracted outlet malls that cater to auto-tourist traf-
fic. Many small counties seek to develop natural
resources for tourism. Given the important prereq-
uisite of natural amenities (watercourses, state
parks, forests, and beaches) this strategy has the
advantage of targeting a rapidly growing industry
nationally and within the state.
3. Compete for regional transportation, power, and
public sector infrastructure. Examples are airports,
power-generating facilities, and state enterprises
that can operate within rural infrastructure. Some
rural counties have, for example attracted correc-
tional facilities; others are home to state highway
maintenance garages.
For detailed information for each of Florida’s 67
counties, see tables A1 through A4 on CEDR’s web site
at http://cedr.coba.usf.edu. See the text box on page 1.
Appendix: Calculating the Total Shift,
the Competitive Shift, and the Industry Mix Shift 
in shift-share analysis.
The formula for the total shift by county is total the dif-
ference between 2000 employment in county A and the
product of 1) [U.S. employment in 2000/U.S. employ-
ment in 1990] and 2) 1990 employment in county A. For
example, in Alachua County:
This is 7,192 workers over those predicted by
national growth.
The formula for the competitive shift in employment is
the sum over 9 industry divisions of the difference between
employment in that industry and growth predicted by the
national growth rate in that industry. 
i is industry i, one of 9 major industry divisions
E00i is Employment in industry i in 2000
E90i is Employment in industry i in 1990
Eus00i is Employment in the U.S. in industry i in 2000
Eus90i is Employment in the U.S. in industry i 1990
For example in Alachua County if “industry i”=2 (2 is the
SIC for manufacturing), Alachua manufacturing employ-
ment was 5,549 in 2000 and 4,782 in 1990. The term for
Alachua County’s competitive shift in manufacturing is 919:
919 = 
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Performing this calculation for all 9 SIC industries
and summing yields the total competitive shift for
Alachua County, which is -4,392. This indicates that
Alachua County grew on average more slowly than the
U.S. on an industry by industry basis. 
The industry-mix shift is calculated as the difference
between the total shift and the competitive shift. For
Alachua County the industry-mix shift is:
Industry-mix shift = 7,192 - (-4,392) = 11,584
These numbers indicate that Alachua was heavily
weighted toward industries that on average grew more rap-
idly than average during the decade of the 1990s. 
Indeed Alachua County is the home of Florida’s largest uni-
versity. Because of this, the county is heavily weighted
towards services, the most-rapidly growing national industry.
Table A1
Total County Population County Percent County
Population Rank Change from Rank Population Rank
Year 2000 Year 1990 Change
 Florida 15,982,378 3,044,452 19.0%
 Alachua 217,955 20 36,359 23 16.7% 44
 Baker 22,259 52 3,773 52 17.0% 43
 Bay 148,217 25 21,223 34 14.3% 52
 Bradford 26,088 50 3,573 53 13.7% 55
 Brevard 476,230 9 77,252 11 16.2% 48
 Broward 1,623,018 2 367,530 1 22.6% 28
 Calhoun 13,017 62 2,006 62 15.4% 50
 Charlotte 141,627 26 30,652 27 21.6% 30
 Citrus 118,085 31 24,570 31 20.8% 31
 Clay 140,814 27 34,828 25 24.7% 18
 Collier 251,377 18 99,278 8 39.5% 4
 Columbia 56,513 38 13,900 37 24.6% 19
 DeSoto 32,209 48 8,344 43 25.9% 14
 Dixie 13,827 58 3,242 54 23.4% 25
 Duval 778,879 7 105,908 6 13.6% 56
 Escambia 294,410 15 31,612 26 10.7% 63
 Flagler 49,832 40 21,131 35 42.4% 2
 Franklin 11,057 64 2,090 61 18.9% 39
 Gadsden 45,087 42 3,982 51 8.8% 64
 Gilchrist 14,437 57 4,770 49 33.0% 7
 Glades 10,576 65 2,985 56 28.2% 11
 Gulf 13,332 60 1,828 63 13.7% 54
 Hamilton 13,327 61 2,397 58 18.0% 41
 Hardee 26,938 49 7,439 45 27.6% 13
 Hendry 36,210 44 10,437 40 28.8% 10
 Hernando 130,802 28 29,687 28 22.7% 27
 Highlands 87,366 34 18,934 36 21.7% 29
 Hillsborough 998,948 4 164,894 5 16.5% 45
 Holmes 18,564 56 2,786 57 15.0% 51
 Indian River 112,947 33 22,739 32 20.1% 35
 Jackson 46,755 41 5,380 47 11.5% 61
 Jefferson 12,902 63 1,606 64 12.4% 57
 Lafayette 7,022 66 1,444 67 20.6% 33
 Lake 210,528 21 58,424 17 27.8% 12
 Lee 440,888 11 105,775 7 24.0% 21
 Leon 239,452 19 46,959 20 19.6% 37
 Levy 34,450 47 8,527 42 24.8% 16
 Liberty 7,021 67 1,452 66 20.7% 32
 Madison 18,733 55 2,164 59 11.6% 60
 Manatee 264,002 16 52,295 18 19.8% 36
 Marion 258,916 17 64,083 15 24.8% 17
 Martin 126,731 29 25,831 30 20.4% 34
 Miami Dade 2,253,362 1 316,268 2 14.0% 53
 Monroe 79,589 35 1,565 65 2.0% 67
 Nassau 57,663 37 13,722 38 23.8% 22
 Okaloosa 170,498 24 26,722 29 15.7% 49
 Okeechobee 35,910 45 6,283 46 17.5% 42
 Orange 896,344 6 218,853 4 24.4% 20
 Osceola 172,493 23 64,765 14 37.5% 6
 Palm Beach 1,131,184 3 267,666 3 23.7% 24
 Pasco 344,765 13 63,634 16 18.5% 40
 Pinellas 921,482 5 69,823 13 7.6% 66
 Polk 483,924 8 78,542 9 16.2% 47
 Putnam 70,423 36 5,353 48 7.6% 65
Saint Johns 123,135 30 36,135 24 29.3% 9
Saint Lucie 192,695 22 48,181 19 25.0% 15
Santa Rosa 117,743 32 77,667 10 66.0% 1
Sarasota 325,957 14 39,306 22 12.1% 58
Seminole 365,196 12 42,524 21 11.6% 59
 Sumter 53,345 39 21,768 33 40.8% 3
 Suwannee 34,844 46 8,064 44 23.1% 26
 Taylor 19,256 54 2,145 60 11.1% 62
 Union 13,442 59 3,190 55 23.7% 23
 Volusia 443,343 10 72,631 12 16.4% 46
 Wakulla 22,863 51 8,661 41 37.9% 5
 Walton 40,601 43 12,841 39 31.6% 8
 Washington 20,973 53 4,054 50 19.3% 38
Source: Prepared by the Center for Economic Development Research 02.02.02
Florida Population:  2000, Population Growth, Percent Change And Ranking of Florida Counties from 1 to 67
                         CENTER FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH
Table A2
Total 2000   Rank Total 2000   Rank Total Change   Rank Percent    Rank
 Population +65 Population 1990-2000 Change
 Florida 15,982,378 2,807,597 434,370 18.30%
 Alachua 217,955 20 20,918 27 3,999 33 23.64% 41
 Baker 22,259 52 2,050 58 595 51 40.89% 13
 Bay 148,217 25 19,817 30 4,501 31 29.39% 30
 Bradford 26,088 50 3,376 50 632 50 23.03% 42
 Brevard 476,230 9 94,681 9 27,682 4 41.32% 12
 Broward 1,623,018 2 261,109 3 1,407 39 0.54% 65
 Calhoun 13,017 62 1,816 62 224 62 14.07% 53
 Charlotte 141,627 26 49,167 18 11,416 14 30.24% 26
 Citrus 118,085 31 38,010 23 8,524 18 28.91% 32
 Clay 140,814 27 13,772 35 4,725 29 52.23% 8
 Collier 251,377 18 61,513 16 26,573 5 76.05% 3
 Columbia 56,513 38 7,909 39 2,226 35 39.17% 17
 DeSoto 32,209 48 6,113 44 1,486 38 32.12% 22
 Dixie 13,827 58 2,369 55 828 45 53.73% 6
 Duval 778,879 7 81,753 13 9,729 15 13.51% 54
 Escambia 294,410 15 39,169 21 7,743 21 24.64% 39
 Flagler 49,832 40 14,269 34 6,761 24 90.05% 2
 Franklin 11,057 64 1,741 63 148 64 9.29% 62
 Gadsden 45,087 42 5,487 47 300 57 5.78% 63
 Gilchrist 14,437 57 1,968 60 647 48 48.98% 9
 Glades 10,576 65 1,990 59 516 52 35.01% 19
 Gulf 13,332 60 2,158 57 399 55 22.68% 43
 Hamilton 13,327 61 1,490 64 251 60 20.26% 45
 Hardee 26,938 49 3,750 48 785 46 26.48% 34
 Hendry 36,210 44 3,641 49 830 44 29.53% 29
 Hernando 130,802 28 40,353 20 8,871 17 28.18% 33
 Highlands 87,366 34 28,833 26 5,842 26 25.41% 36
 Hillsborough 998,948 4 119,673 5 17,364 8 16.97% 49
 Holmes 18,564 56 2,749 52 263 58 10.58% 59
 Indian River 112,947 33 32,972 25 8,248 19 33.36% 21
 Jackson 46,755 41 6,804 41 644 49 10.45% 60
 Jefferson 12,902 63 1,865 61 194 63 11.61% 55
 Lafayette 7,022 66 869 66 252 59 40.84% 14
 Lake 210,528 21 55,603 17 13,434 9 31.86% 23
 Lee 440,888 11 112,111 6 28,702 3 34.41% 20
 Leon 239,452 19 19,891 29 4,073 32 25.75% 35
 Levy 34,450 47 6,172 43 1,234 42 24.99% 37
 Liberty 7,021 67 716 67 98 65 15.86% 50
 Madison 18,733 55 2,726 53 412 54 17.80% 47
 Manatee 264,002 16 65,647 14 6,185 25 10.40% 61
 Marion 258,916 17 63,488 15 19,919 6 45.72% 10
 Martin 126,731 29 35,786 24 8,038 20 28.97% 31
 Miami Dade 2,253,362 1 300,552 1 30,839 2 11.43% 56
 Monroe 79,589 35 11,648 38 -771 66 -6.21% 66
 Nassau 57,663 37 7,267 40 2,756 34 61.10% 5
 Okaloosa 170,498 24 20,656 28 7,211 23 53.63% 7
 Okeechobee 35,910 45 5,864 46 1,082 43 22.63% 44
 Orange 896,344 6 89,959 11 17,823 7 24.71% 38
 Osceola 172,493 23 19,709 31 4,683 30 31.17% 25
 Palm Beach 1,131,184 3 262,076 2 51,496 1 24.45% 40
 Pasco 344,765 13 92,403 10 2,180 36 2.42% 64
 Pinellas 921,482 5 207,563 4 -14,205 67 -6.41% 67
 Polk 483,924 8 88,738 12 13,356 10 17.72% 48
 Putnam 70,423 36 13,009 36 1,279 41 10.90% 57
 Santa Rosa 117,743 32 12,972 37 5,091 28 64.60% 4
 Sarasota 325,957 14 102,583 7 12,864 12 14.34% 52
 Seminole 365,196 12 38,853 22 8,912 16 29.77% 28
 St. Johns 123,135 30 19,579 32 5,642 27 40.48% 16
 St. Lucie 192,695 22 43,753 19 11,955 13 37.60% 18
 Sumter 53,345 39 14,618 33 7,522 22 106.00% 1
 Suwannee 34,844 46 5,905 45 1,368 40 30.15% 27
 Taylor 19,256 54 2,708 54 427 53 18.72% 46
 Union 13,442 59 1,003 65 240 61 31.45% 24
 Volusia 443,343 10 97,811 8 13,044 11 15.39% 51
 Wakulla 22,863 51 2,350 56 702 47 42.60% 11
 Walton 40,601 43 6,431 42 1,858 37 40.63% 15
 Washington 20,973 53 3,293 51 316 56 10.61% 58
SOURCE: Prepared by the Center for Economic Development Research 02.02.02
Florida's Population Over 65 years of Age: Population and Rankings
               CENTER FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH
Table A3
      Year 2000 Rank  Change from Rank Year 2000 Pct Rank  Change from Rank
   Year 1990  Year 1990 Pct
 Florida 7,490,307 1,022,307 46.87% -3.13%
 Miami Dade 1,053,924 1 29,947 10 46.77% 17 -6.09% 46
 Broward 779,445 2 115,799 1 48.02% 15 -4.84% 37
 Hillsborough 564,858 3 112,088 2 56.55% 2 2.26% 6
 Palm Beach 517,893 4 87,305 4 45.78% 20 -4.08% 30
 Orange 496,692 5 105,964 3 55.41% 3 -2.26% 22
 Pinellas 478,889 6 59,160 5 51.97% 7 2.69% 4
 Duval 392,748 7 42,030 7 50.42% 10 -1.69% 20
 Seminole 220,706 8 52,191 6 60.43% 1 1.83% 10
 Brevard 207,695 9 3,560 36 43.61% 25 -7.55% 52
 Polk 204,355 10 4,114 31 42.23% 28 -7.17% 50
 Lee 181,961 11 27,657 12 41.27% 31 -4.77% 36
 Volusia 174,212 12 6,246 27 39.30% 41 -6.01% 45
 Sarasota 154,026 13 30,563 9 47.25% 16 2.81% 2
 Pasco 140,096 14 31,234 8 40.64% 36 1.91% 7
 Leon 131,384 15 18,710 18 54.87% 5 -3.67% 29
 Manatee 123,345 16 28,340 11 46.72% 18 1.85% 9
 Escambia 120,795 17 -40 58 41.03% 32 -4.95% 38
 Alachua 105,370 18 11,813 23 48.34% 14 -3.17% 26
 Collier 100,050 19 27,106 15 39.80% 40 -8.16% 57
 Marion 99,349 20 16,214 20 38.37% 45 -4.30% 32
 Lake 93,768 21 27,486 14 44.54% 22 0.96% 12
 Osceola 86,221 22 27,568 13 49.99% 12 -4.46% 34
 Okaloosa 82,486 23 16,795 19 48.38% 13 2.69% 3
 St. Lucie 78,757 24 6,949 26 40.87% 33 -6.95% 48
 Clay 73,268 25 19,493 16 52.03% 6 1.29% 11
 Bay 64,938 26 3,983 34 43.81% 24 -4.19% 31
 St. Johns 63,233 27 19,270 17 51.35% 8 -1.09% 16
 Santa Rosa 53,318 28 14,406 21 45.28% 21 -2.40% 23
 Charlotte 50,634 29 9,193 24 35.75% 53 -1.59% 19
 Martin 49,480 30 4,204 30 39.04% 42 -5.83% 43
 Hernando 49,074 31 13,040 22 37.52% 46 1.88% 8
 Indian River 45,001 32 4,074 33 39.84% 39 -5.53% 41
 Monroe 44,074 33 3,287 38 55.38% 4 3.10% 1
 Citrus 37,698 34 4,798 29 31.92% 59 -3.26% 27
 Nassau 29,599 35 7,007 25 51.33% 9 -0.08% 15
 Putnam 27,189 36 1,073 45 38.61% 43 -1.53% 17
 Highlands 25,962 37 229 54 29.72% 62 -7.89% 54
 Columbia 24,239 38 4,100 32 42.89% 26 -4.37% 33
 Gadsden 20,014 39 2,024 43 44.39% 23 0.62% 13
 Flagler 17,584 40 5,858 28 35.29% 55 -5.57% 42
 Jackson 17,439 41 -1,240 67 37.30% 48 -7.85% 53
 Walton 16,404 42 3,520 37 40.40% 37 -6.01% 44
 Okeechobee 15,362 43 1,703 44 42.78% 27 -3.32% 28
 Hendry 15,125 44 2,280 41 41.77% 29 -8.07% 55
 Sumter 14,343 45 2,146 42 26.89% 64 -11.74% 65
 Levy 13,247 46 2,633 39 38.45% 44 -2.49% 24
 Suwannee 13,000 47 1,035 46 37.31% 47 -7.37% 51
 Wakulla 11,494 48 3,679 35 50.27% 11 -4.75% 35
 Washington 9,708 49 2,326 40 46.29% 19 2.66% 5
 Hardee 9,616 50 431 52 35.70% 54 -11.41% 62
 Bradford 9,348 51 150 55 35.83% 51 -5.02% 39
 Baker 8,989 52 978 47 40.38% 38 -2.95% 25
 DeSoto 8,815 53 -855 64 27.37% 63 -13.15% 66
 Madison 7,623 54 618 49 40.69% 35 -1.58% 18
 Taylor 7,024 55 -1,210 66 36.48% 49 -11.64% 63
 Holmes 6,640 56 -81 59 35.77% 52 -6.83% 47
 Gulf 4,861 57 -415 62 36.46% 50 -9.40% 58
 Calhoun 4,574 58 113 56 35.14% 57 -5.38% 40
 Jefferson 4,548 59 -715 63 35.25% 56 -11.34% 61
 Franklin 4,510 60 652 48 40.79% 34 -2.24% 21
 Gilchrist 4,378 61 377 53 30.32% 61 -11.06% 60
 Glades 3,713 62 506 51 35.11% 58 -7.14% 49
 Dixie 3,480 63 -290 60 25.17% 65 -10.45% 59
 Union 3,314 64 -414 61 24.65% 67 -11.71% 64
 Hamilton 3,310 65 -861 65 24.84% 66 -13.32% 67
 Lafayette 2,912 66 597 50 41.47% 30 -0.03% 14
 Liberty 2,206 67 6 57 31.42% 60 -8.08% 56
Source: Prepared by the Center for Economic Development Research 02.02.02  
Florida Labor Force:  2000 and Growth from 1990
Labor Force Labor Force Labor Force Participation Rate
               CENTER FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH
Table A4
Mining and Manufacturing- Manufacturing- Trans/ Comm/ Trade FIRE Personal Business Government
2000 Construction Primary Goods Finished Goods Utilities Services Services
Population 2000 SIC 1 2000 SIC 2 2000 SIC 3 2000 SIC 4 2000 SIC 5 2000 SIC 6 2000 SIC 7 2000 SIC 8 2000 SIC 9
 Florida 15,982,378 396281 198932 283356 395521 1705927 425172 1185955 1588774 443458
 Alachua 217,955 4444 1569 3980 3139 23826 5444 11434 55284 7142
 Baker 22,259 300 177 104 184 1189 157 167 2314 755
 Bay 148,217 4522 1543 1722 2686 18936 3300 7301 14826 5255
 Bradford 26,088 431 249 574 215 1217 132 288 1511 1755
 Brevard 476,230 10863 2473 22619 6135 44512 6084 21661 51127 13832
 Broward 1,623,018 40642 13760 25001 35611 183752 48784 106472 146469 37670
 Calhoun 13,017 250 157 55 69 686 91 104 807 1794
 Charlotte 141,627 2706 574 538 1149 10871 1395 5545 10457 2803
 Citrus 118,085 2394 331 1161 2188 7164 1258 3350 7850 1586
 Clay 140,814 2589 583 1161 1207 12342 939 9125 8867 1964
 Collier 251,377 12423 1216 1533 2998 26113 6103 18215 21537 4832
 Columbia 56,513 1735 885 973 770 5215 435 1244 5114 1969
 DeSoto 32,209 356 176 14 158 1461 178 345 2325 1018
 Dixie 13,827 154 554 15 97 380 35 106 472 650
 Duval 778,879 24654 14483 17052 39191 106285 51410 68262 85318 23649
 Escambia 294,410 9206 5166 2574 7368 31907 4937 18812 34437 10435
 Flagler 49,832 738 290 1169 321 2956 493 2184 2728 718
 Franklin 11,057 138 133 16 144 918 206 212 604 414
 Gadsden 45,087 833 1165 567 303 2802 216 294 5079 1230
 Gilchrist 14,437 52 101 31 44 382 49 128 702 696
 Glades 10,576 78 0 0 82 152 9 115 325 217
 Gulf 13,332 68 52 8 241 667 145 84 943 952
 Hamilton 13,327 102 1109 58 178 375 32 91 657 1066
 Hardee 26,938 386 159 39 192 1137 251 273 1675 947
 Hendry 36,210 314 1067 61 346 2114 240 417 1971 1142
 Hernando 130,802 2540 529 813 1132 10045 1241 3017 7544 2687
 Highlands 87,366 1039 716 518 836 5317 679 2425 6190 1694
 Hillsborough 998,948 29258 21346 16566 38411 127772 47108 145797 122020 27274
 Holmes 18,564 236 241 64 103 630 47 150 1174 683
 Indian River 112,947 2608 756 2428 1353 11114 1981 4668 10514 2844
 Jackson 46,755 711 260 503 513 3186 344 473 4060 3268
 Jefferson 12,902 139 163 27 108 441 128 192 724 588
 Lafayette 7,022 70 5 117 45 202 31 34 343 442
 Lake 210,528 5568 2421 2088 3041 17004 3693 5578 15921 4392
 Lee 440,888 16557 2666 4515 8451 46756 8777 21911 40210 9457
 Leon 239,452 5843 1648 1256 4464 28032 5676 16205 44762 32977
 Levy 34,450 895 205 204 367 2177 287 429 1692 783
 Liberty 7,021 218 236 87 137 26 41 266 571
 Madison 18,733 67 1087 13 238 1123 79 534 1564 765
 Manatee 264,002 5494 4713 8315 2843 24160 3212 40607 19044 5520
 Marion 258,916 5651 3438 8033 3382 22887 3800 7872 19699 5619
 Martin 126,731 4700 1034 2039 2191 13245 2099 7005 13796 2627
 Miami Dade 2,253,362 37972 36318 32022 96127 254440 64505 141463 240267 64867
 Monroe 79,589 2260 237 214 2493 11716 1757 8099 6342 3342
 Nassau 57,663 1462 1635 86 590 3970 469 2787 3030 1557
 Okaloosa 170,498 3970 683 2366 3386 20144 4154 14248 14952 8144
 Okeechobee 35,910 507 145 35 569 2539 238 452 2632 867
 Orange 896,344 28831 11795 25320 39861 136148 33227 187087 115047 25191
 Osceola 172,493 3158 524 1188 1269 17152 3103 9372 10787 3631
 Palm Beach 1,131,184 30579 10651 20028 20317 117629 33594 86342 117358 27196
 Pasco 344,765 6047 1469 1745 2660 21518 3251 7632 22203 5125
 Pinellas 921,482 20935 14735 33159 19250 102741 31312 92085 96889 21724
 Polk 483,924 13011 11779 7894 10337 51227 8789 19700 39457 12584
 Putnam 70,423 1580 2721 432 554 4223 565 1137 4566 2155
 Saint Johns 123,135 2114 628 3269 944 11669 1532 6617 9449 2677
 Saint Lucie 192,695 3365 1158 1662 3018 12896 2459 3977 13251 4443
 Santa Rosa 117,743 2553 708 630 1288 6079 829 2831 7243 2297
 Sarasota 325,957 10264 2321 6674 4349 36886 8984 25979 35928 6462
 Seminole 365,196 13931 2600 8515 7196 42892 7380 20302 28880 6080
 Sumter 53,345 549 300 587 350 2047 248 546 1447 1990
 Suwannee 34,844 385 1964 55 397 2283 296 364 2100 850
 Taylor 19,256 573 1374 572 124 1174 147 285 1316 801
 Union 13,442 84 196 355 200 23 26 543 1970
 Volusia 443,343 8404 3479 8033 6464 39270 5872 18877 37533 10055
 Wakulla 22,863 290 575 8 216 930 200 263 1050 662
 Walton 40,601 664 511 299 483 3365 617 2093 1989 1329
 Washington 20,973 829 998 49 347 1208 99 230 1600 785
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